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PREFACE. 



This little work was originally intended for a contribu- 
tion to the Protestant Episcopal Quarterly Review, but the 
delay incident upon the issue of a series of articles in a 
quarterly publication, has determined the author to adopt 
tbe present method. This statement will, it is hoped, 
serve as an explanation of the use of the editorial "we" 
throughout, which might otherwise seem incongruous 
with the signature of a private individual, and also for 
any latitude of style which may be discovered or fancied 
in the progress of the review. 

In presenting this subject to the public, it may be neces- 
sary at the outset to inform those not conversant with 
ecclesiastical history, of the origin and phases of the 
opinions upon which strictures herein are made. Unita- 
rianism is a name adopted in modern times to express the 
opinion of those who, while acknowledging the Bible to 
be a divine revelation, deny the doctrine of a Trinity, and 
the other great doctrines consequent upon it. This belief 
is not without a history, though its shapes are Protean, 
and, as will appear in this treatise, those who profess it in 
our own day, and even in this country are far from being 
agreed upon its main tenets. All indeed of its professed 
adherents from its inoipiency to the present day, have 
been unanimous upon one point, the denial of the essential 
deUy of Ohfiat and the Holy Ghost, but who Christ was, 
and what were his nature, position and office in the divine 
government of men, has always been a subject of ques- 
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tion and uncertainty among those who will not allow him 
to be God. That tliere was a looseness of expression 
among some of the earlier Christian writers upon this sub- 
ject, we are not prepared to deny, nor need we be surprised 
at this, when we know that the various churches of 
Christendom had not yet met to determine what was the 
general opinion upon the subject, and even the number 
and names of the books of the Bible itself were considered 
open questions so late as the fourth century. Even before 
the council of Nice however, there is no difficulty in 
showing that the faith of the Church was the same from 
the Apostles' days that it is now, and this notwithstanding 
the very positive assertions of the author or authors of 
** Unitarian Views " to the contrary. That the terminology 
used to express what we mean by a Trinity was not iden- 
tical with ours, we freely admit, but the ideas upon the 
subject were substantially the same which the Catholic 
Church has always held, and the fathers of the Nicene 
council had but to combine and bring to a focus the rays 
of light that beamed from the pages of those who pre- 
ceded them. That is, to guide them as to the language 
of the creed that goes by their name, much of which was 
taken from older creeds and formularies then in use. 
The doctrine itself was not revealed by fathers, Apos- 
tolical or primitive, but it **may be proved by most cer- 
tain warrant of Holy Scripture," and for that reason alone 
we hold it. The name " Unitarian '' is no more scriptural 
than its antagonist term, and its adoption shows that it 
could not have been the primitive belief, for no one would 
ever have thought of denominating himself a Unitarian 
unless the belief in a Trinity had already existed, just as 
no set of men would have termed themselves anti-Masons 
before the existence of Masonry. The name too, is in 
i tself a grross assumption, that those alone who thus call 
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themselves, hold to the unity of God, whereas no writer of 
atjknowledged authority has ever avowed himself a tri- 
theist, and to do so would ensure the prompt expulsion of 
any minister from any orthodox church with which we ar6 
acquainted. And if this statement be true without varia- 
tion in a single instance in the whole church for eighteen 
centuries, we can by no means concede to Unitarians the 
exclusive monopoly of the revelation that " the Lord our 
Ood is one Lord." We believe in the Unity of God as 
firmly as any Unitarian of them all, both from the distinct 
and sure declarations of the Bible, and from the nature of 
(he case rendering it logically impossible that God can be 
more than one. Yet, as will appear from the following 
pages, we are entirely within the limits of Scripture truth 
in asserting that there are three Persons though but one 
Ood. This doctrine, held rather by the tacit consent than 
the published agreement of th« anti-Nicene church, was 
never before so overtly attacked, save by acknowledged 
heretics, as by Arius, a presbyter of Alexandria in the 
beginning of the fourth century. He seems to have been 
a man of ability and firmness, but rash, headstrong and 
conceited. Taking exception to some statements of Alex- 
ander his bishop, upon the nature of Christ, he stated his 
own views in opposition to them, for which he was con- 
demned, and as we should say, degraded from the ministry 
as a heretic. He appealed however to some of the neigh- 
boring bisheps, aadby his artful representations, succeeded 
in getting the decision of his own bishop reversed. The 
breach thus was greatly widened, until it became matter 
of consequence to the whole church, and the Roman 
empire itself, still glorious with a twilight lustre, was dis- 
turbed by the dissensions of the belligerent parties. The 
Emperor Constantine, already converted to Christianity, 
and a sincere though not entirely blameless man, after ia 



Vi PREFACE. , 

rain attempting to reconcile the disputants, summoned the 
first General Council at Nice, A. D. 326, composed of 
some three hundred bishops, to consider the question at 
issue. In the decision of that council the Christian world, 
with occasional exceptions, have acquiesced ever since. 

Arius and his friends indeed gained subsequently a 
temporary advantage, and those were dark days for the 
church and for the tinith, but his triumph was short-lived, 
and he only succeeded in transmitting a motley heritage 
of errors to small parties of men, who ever and anon have 
seized upon portions or the whole of his creed, and who 
have never been acknowledged as included in the commu- 
nion and fellowship of the visible church. Some of them 
indeeed have demonstrated their sincerity by the blame- 
lessness of their lives, and have made more converts by 
their morality than by their arguments, but they have no 
right to complain if those who differ from them upon vital 
doctrines of the revelation of God, should refuse to iden- 
tify and confound morality and Christianity. Arius 
denied that Christ was God, but he regarded him as the 
highest of created beings. Neither did he believe him to 
be a man, but that he had only a human body of which 
an exalted angel or ** Aeon,*' called the Son of Gt)d, was 
the soul. After the death of this great heresiarch, cen- 
turies passed away during which the Catholic faith as it 
had been determined upon at Nicea and settled at subse- 
quent councils held at Constantinople, Ephesus and Chal- 
oedon, continued to be the established belief of the church. 
In the sixteenth century arose Lelius Socinus who seems 
to have been a learned and good man, but whose mind 
had become, from his hatred of the tenets of Rome, 
unsettled upon the subject of a Trinity. He seems how- 
ever, to have had no desire to proselyte others to his own 
opinions, but upon his decease, his papers fell into the 
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hands of his nephew Faustus Socinus, who carried out to 
its legitimate consequences, the inchoate system of the 
uncle, and published a progressive improyement upon 
Arius, which has found many adherents. He denied that 
Christ had any existence at all before his birth of the 
Virgin Mary, or that he was more divine than any other 
man, but as a reward for his excellent conduct in living, 
teaching and dying, he was exalted to great honor, and 
placed before all creatures. 

From him, those who deny the divinity of Christ, have 
been very commonly termed Socinians, though they have 
been by no means unanimous in their adherence to the 
opinions of him from whom they derived their name. 
The next great leaders of this party appeared in England 
during the last century, and they distinguished themselves 
by ''thought, investigation, and progress," eclipsing those 
both of Arius and Socinus. Dr. Priestly and Mr. Belsham • 
not only denied the pre-existence of Christ, but also his 
subsequent exaltation. According to them he was only * 
a wise and good man, and he never became anything else. 
He oflFers no intercession for us — it is idle to address our 
prayers to him, — his blood speaketh no better things than 
that of Abel — he occupies no mediatorial throne — he 
has no rewards to bestow, and can inflict no punishment. 

Similar doctrines have pervaded the rationalistic schools 
of Germany, and have been refined in the crucibles of 
hyper-criticism and false philosophy, until not only the 
truths of the Bible, but common sense also has been 
sublimated, and gone oflf into the viewless air, and the 
German Churches are but now awaking to a sense of 
their destitution of religion as well as a Trinity. From 
England we trace this many-headed belief across the 
Atlantic to New England, and in the hands of Dr. Chan- 
ning and his coadjutors, it is moulded into still a different 
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form ; and what does tlie unsuspecting reader imagine it 
to look like now ? 

Why, so far as we understand it, the yiew of Dr. 
Channing (which is adopted in substance by the author 
of "Unitarian Views,") is precisely accordant with that 
presented by Arius at the Nicene Council and condemned 1 
Mr. Belsham, Dr. Priestly, German Philosophers, and 
Faustus and Laelius Socinus, all have been skipped over 
for a return to the "old paths," and yet we are gravely 
asked in the body of the work, which we feel called upon 
to review, "Is such a tribunal (the council of Ohalcedon) 
a fit authority over the faith of American Christians in 
1854?" 

It seems that all the light and heroism, which have been 
accumulating among Unitarians "appealing from the 
creeds of mon" for fourteen centuries have gone for 
' nothing, and that after degrading the Son of God in all 
things to a level with our own humanity, it was found 
necessary in this country to reinstate him in those honors 
of which even Arius had scrupled to deprive him. It is 
to be devoutly hoped that while his star is in the ascen- 
dant, it may mount in another generation to that pure 
empyrean which is its home according to the word of that 
eternal truth from which the distinguished founder of 
Unitarianism in the fourth century first drew and then 
corrupted his faith. For Arius was once an orthodox 
Christian man. He had perhaps sat with the simplicity of 
a child at the feet of the Redeemer, and he was instructed 
in the ancient creed of his Church, which will be given in 
the Review, in the holy verities which he subsequently 
denounced, and whose adherents he persecuted. But he 
cut loose from the moorinnrs where he could have outridden 
the storm, and drifted with his followers upon the trackless 
and shoreless sea. H. M. D. 
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CHAPTER I. 

■ 

DOCTRINE OF A TRINITY. 

In the month of May, 1854, assembled in the 
city of Louisville, Ky., the " Conference of West- 
ern Unitarian Churches," for the promotion of the 
objects of the society thus represented. During the 
session of the Conference at St. Louis, the preceding 
year, a highly respectable committee was appointed, 
consisting of "Henry Pirtle, William G. Eliot, and 
John H. Heywood," for the purpose of considering 
and reporting upon the following resolutions, which 
had been introduced by a member of the body: — 

"As there is misunderstanding of the views of 
Unitarian Christians on important subjects, it is 
deemed proper to make some declaration in refer- 
ence thereto ; 

^Resolved, That we regard Jesus Christ not as a 
mere inspired man, but as the Son of God; the 
messenger of the Father to men, miraculously 
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sent J the mediator between God and man; the 
Redeemer of the world. That we regard the mira- 
cles of the New Tesbxment as fects upon which the 
gospel is based." 

Upon the report of this committee, at the session 
of the Conference at Louisville, it was 

''Resolved^ That we have heard, with much profit, 
the Report of Judge Pirtle, and that it be referred 
to the Executive Committee to be printed. 

"Resolved^ however^ That under our organization, 
as the Conference of Western Unitarian Churches, 
we have no right to adopt any statement of belief 
as authoritative, or as a declaration of Unitarian 
faith, other than the New Testament* itself, which 
is the divinely authorized rule both of faith and 
practice." 

It is understood that there were differences of 
opinion in the Conference, even concerning the 
very moderate declaration of belief contained in 
the resolution and fully developed in the Report. 
And no wonder. When men cease to hold to the 
^' Head, even Christ," they are necessarily blown 
about by every wind of doctrine, and the funda- 
mentals of Christian belief cease to be a foundation 
upon which they can unite. 

* Do they reject the Old Testament ? It would seem so. It is 
astonishing that Unitarians should lay so much stress upon the New 
Testament. They will find much less exceptionable warrant for 
their system in the Old. 
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It is by no means remarkable that this Con- 
ference had no right to adopt " any statement of 
belief as authoritative," and it would be very diffi- 
cult to find any other Conference, or representative 
body of the Unitarians in the world, that should 
venture to do so. The thing has been more than 
once attempted in England as a voluntary matter, 
but, to require a subscription ex animOy to any 
symbol less loose and comprehensive than the 
above quoted resolutions, would, no doubt, be the 
signal for the prompt dissolution of the sect. 
Quite pertinent to this resolution, disclaiming the 
authority over the Unitarians, of the one passed 
at St Louis the previous year, and the Report of 
the committee thereupon, as a symbol of their 
belief, is a resolution of a similar body of that per- 
suasion, held lately in Baltimore, refusing to adopt 
a Report because it contained " a simple avowal of 
belief in the supernatural origin and superhuman 
authority of the Christian Religion." This want 
of symbols, upon which all can unite, is deeply felt 
by some of the more serious thinkers among them- 
selves, — and by none, as we may gather from the 
Report before us, more deeply than by the com- 
mittee appointed last year at St. Louis. The 
Christian Register, a Unitarian paper, ventures 
upon a loud utterance of its thoughts: "The 
experiment of no Church," it complains, "can 
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never succeed. Extreme individualism is suicidal. 
What is Unibirianism? The world has a right to 
know this. What is there in which we all agree t 
Let it not be one thing in Boston, another in New 
York, another in Philadelphia, and another in St 
Louis, It is, if it is anything, quod vbique et ah 
omnibus creditur. We want a Churdi^ greater 
union, concentration, and consistency of action. 
We want a book of our Church, not authoritative, 
but declaratory, that we may have some written 
representative before the world. We must have 
more thorough and efficient organization." 

It is to be regretted that the Conference at 
Louisville could not ngree, as an expression of their 
belief, upon the very modest resolutions referred to 
the committee the year before by the Conference 
at St Louis — not the Report of the committee, 
but the resolutions upon which they subsequently 
reported. Their Report, notwithstanding the mild- 
ness and general propriety of its tone, is, as will 
presently appear, so far at variance with what the 
world recognizes as the orthodox faith, that it 
could not well be worse. At least, it denies, or 
leaves out, all that is worth contending for as 
peculiar to Christianity, all that distinguishes it 
from Judaism, or (as a doctrinal system) from 
Mahometanism. 

But the resolutio2i has so demure and orthodox 
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an air, and accords so well with the simplest of our 
symbols, the Apostles' creed, that without the 
explanation of the subsequent Report, sincere but 
unenlightened Christians might regard it as a 
draught from the fountain of eternal truth. "Why, 
the Unitarians of the west have published that 
they believe Jesus not to be a mere man, but the 
Son of God! And, not only so, but they say he 
is the mediator between God and man, the Re- 
deemer of the world. Can you possibly think 
there is anything so very wrong and horrid in 
their system after this ? " Such are the exclama- 
tions that have been made by more than one over 
this gilded ashes, and those who read the report, 
and saw through the glittering integument, were 
obliged to solace themselves with the melancholy 
and pious hope, that they who could not unite, 
even upon this skeleton of Christian doctrine, 
might possibly be farther advanced in the Chris- 
tian faith than the poor symbol they had rejected. 
In one particular, the Report goes even beyond the 
resolution, and expresses a belief of the " divinity" 
of Jesus Christ, and, we were unwary enough our- 
selves to be pleased with this expression, till a 
little ftu-ther on, we met with an equally explicit 
denial of his deity. Unitarianism now, after pass- 
ing through many phases, is substantially what 
Arius left it, so far as it has any fixed principles at 
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all; and they who were rejoicing over the resolu- 
tion, will be astonished to find in entire consistency 
with its wording, the following doctrines denied 
without scruple by the able committee in the very 
Report that was listened to with so much ^^profit" by 
the fathers of " the Western Unitarian Churches," 
convened at Louisville, who still were not prepared 
to pin their faith to their committee's sleeve. We 
are furnished by this Report with a categoric denial 
of these articles of the Christian faith: the deity 
of Christ, the humanity of Christ, the deity and 
personality of the Holy Ghost, the atonement of 
Christ, and original or birth sin.* It seems 
hardly necessary to pause here and ask any Chris- 
tian reader of the Bible — What, then, have we left, 
that you want or care for? These great doctrines 
being canceled, what part of the Christian revela- 
tion would take you to the stake ? Its history ? 
No man was ever burned for believing a history. 
Its morality? No man was ever put to death for 
being good, and loving his neighbors and doing 
them every act of kindness in his power. Rome 
herself would not burn you for that, and you would 
be simply a fool to let your belief in an ancient 
history deprive you of life. But I err. The unity 

* With the views of the committee upon the miracles of the 
Bible, and also the report npon Sunday Schools, bound in the same 
volume with " Unitarian Views," it is not our purpose to interfere. 
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of God is still retained in this report, in common 
with many ancient heathen philosophers, the Jew, 
the Mahometan, the Parsee, and our North Ameri- 
can Indians, and if a Deity so abstract and barren 
could excite sufficient enthusiasm, men might be 
willing to burn for the belief that God is great and 
Jesus is his prophet ! •« 

The very commencement of this Report, places its 
authors, and those who adopt it as the expression 
of their faith, in a position of avowed antagonism 
to the Christian world. In the act of disclaiming 
fellowship with those who refuse to honor Christ, 
it " rejects the authority of man, and turns with 
reverence and trust to what is taught by Qt)d." 
"We reject the creeds taught by other men, 
because we have the same revelation that they had," 
etc. A plain man might be disposed to ask of the 
authors of this Report, whether they are the only 
men living, through eighteen centuries of inces- 
santly developing Christian life, who " turn with 
reverence and trust to what is taught by God ? " 
Have none of their predecessors or contemporaries 
had access to "the same revelation" that the 
ancient fathers had, by which to judge of the con- 
sistency of their creeds with the Bible ? Are the 
rest of mankind so wanting in candor, in courage, 
and in intellectual acumen, that ninety men out of 
every hundred in Christendom, adopt these creeds 
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to live by and die by, while yon. alone possessing 
the requisite degree of such mental and moral 
endowments, reject those creeds as falsifying the 
word of God? Surely the overwhelming majority 
of men, as wise, as good, as bold, as disinterested, 
and as well informed as themselves, might induce 
them to set forib, with great self-distrust, their 
rejection of opinions in which so many concur. 

We might, indeed, call upon UnifcuiJins to agree 
upon something in which they caji unite — some- 
thing that will be the same in Boston, Philadelphia, 
New York, Bjdtimore, St Louis, and Louisville — 
something that will show the world what they do 
believe, before we put ourselves to the trouble of 
weighing for the public the merits of this Report. 
The "Unitarum Views," set forth in the work 
before us, cannot be said to be the views of Uni- 
tarians in even one of the above-named cities. 
We cannot learn from it even what the Unitarians 
of Louisville believe. Still less are we at liberty 
to regard it as the exponent of the opinion of the 
" Western Unitarian Churches," the body before 
whom the Report was read upon the momentous 
subject that it treats. 

This Report goes forth to the world simply as 
confciining the views of the three gentlemen com- 
posing the committee, the Conference having 
listened to it with " profit," but refusing to adopt 
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it or anything else as ^^authoritative." Be it 
known, therefore, to nil the world, that these gen- 
tlemen, assembled as a committee, in May last, in 
the ciiy of Louisville, "reject the authority of 
man," and '^reject the creeds made by other men." 
This reminds us, irresistibly, of our naval hero, 
Paul Jones, with three littlo ships, putting Great 
Britain in a state of blockade. But, the world has 
the Report now, and if it confciined the ^^ views" of 
one individual instead of three, (it would be a 
curious and interesting inquiry whether the com- 
mittee of three were unanimous in their adoption) 
they might still do mischief, and, at all events, are 
fair food for criticism. 

In order to furnish a precedent for this whdesale 
rejection of " the creeds of other men," by three 
persons, in the act of forming a <creed for them- 
selves, which they subsequently publish, wilh the 
high-sounding title, ^ Unitarian Views," i e. the 
views of three Unitarians, allusion is made to the 
fact, as stilted, that " the General Conference of the 
Protestant Episcopal Church, held at Wilmington, 
in October, 1786, rejected a creed that was a part 
of the whole Christian world for centuries,^ viz : 
the Athanasian creed- "Here is a memorable 
instance where the authority of ages and of gene- 
rations that filled the world, was made to give way 
to thought, to investigation, to progress." This 

2 
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iissertion we consider " a memorable instance " of 
the ease with which a historical fact may be per- 
verted. The Athanasian creed was never rejected 
by the Protestant Episcopal Church. It was pur- 
posely omitted from the American Prayer Book, 
partly because, in doctrine, it sets forth nothing 
but what is contained in the Apostles' and Nicene 
creeds, which are retained, and partly because of 
the anathema pronounced at its close upon all who 
do not believe it. The omission was, then, one of 
ten thousand instances that modern Christianity 
affords of ^* progress" in religious toleration, and 
not at all of progress in opinion; nor could the 
American Episcopal Church have hoped for ordi- 
nation from the English bishops, if in any essential 
particular she had departed from the Catholic faith. 
Another example occurs in history, of the omis- 
sion both of this creed and the Nicene, long before 
such a degree of " progress in thought and investi- 
gation" had been attained, and that, too, by the 
authority of a council ; but, no one supposed that 
it was intended to show that the Church, by which 
the omission was made, designed to reject the 
doctrines of the other creeds. "In the eighth 
century, the oouncU of Forojulio, in Italy, pre- 
scribed the use of no other creed but that of the 
Apostles' ; " but this is understood to have been 
a mere declaration that the Apostles' creed was 
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substantially the same as the others, and, therefore, 
sufficient; and so it would have been, according to 
its original intention, but for the rise of heresies, 
giving occasion for greater explicitness. 

On page 13 of the Report, this war against 'Hhe 
creeds of men," concentrates the forces of meta- 
physics upon the doctrine of the Trinity: "We 
cordially believe in the Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit, and all that the Scriptures teach in regard 
to them. But, while we thus believe, we [i. e. the 
committee of three] reject the doctrine of a Deify 
in three persons; because it is not revealed in the 
Scriptures." Then follow a number of equally 
confident assertions, upon which the Christian 
world has long ago decided and pronounced a 
directly opposite opinion. We do not propose, in 
our examination of the "views" of these gentle- 
men, to explain the nature of the Godhead. The 
great question is, (as we shall see hereafter,) does 
Scripture teach a Trinity? As treating the nature 
of the infinite. God, it is quite reasonable to sup- 
pose that finite powers can but partially understand 
the doctrine in question. The Infinite alone can 
conjprehend his own nature. If he have conde- 
scended in his word, to make it as plain as, perhaps, 
it could be made to finite minds, all that we can 
do, all that believers in this great doctrine can be 
required to do, is to collect the scattered rays of 
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revelation and throw them athwart this bottomless 
abyss, and then assign familiar terms to express, 
in their poor way, all that they can see faintly 
revealed in the obscurity. For, obscure to us the 
Deity is, in his own nature, by reason of the very 
light unapproachable, in which he dwells, where no 
man hath seen or can see him. This affixing of 
terms to that which, though clearly revealed, is, of 
itself, indefinable; and, the answeiing of objections, 
partly by such approximating terms themselves, 
and partly by more elaborate arguments, is pre- 
cisely what the ancient Christians have labored to 
do in the language of their creeds, having been 
more solicitous for things than for names, and 
careful only to express themselves by their sym- 
bols, in such words that no man within the pale of 
the Church might presume to deny, that Jesus 
Christ is Lord to the glory of God the Father. 
Hence, the term person^ so much excepted to in 
the Report before us, concerning which we have 
only to say, if you like it noty furnish us with a 
better and we will adopt it It is, indeed, and so 
would any other human word be a feeble expression 
of the thing to which it is applied, but it serves as 
a standing exposure of those who have departed 
from ^ the Catholic faith, and so w^ receive it. 

Accordingly, we are not surprised to find that 
the Report opens the contest by an attack upon 
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this word. There is, however, a material diflFerence 
in the sense in which the two parties, the world 
and the Arians, understand and use the term in 
question. No one, who believes in a Trinity, 
thinks there are " three persons and yet one per- 
son," according to the arithmetical statement of 
the committee. We entirely agree with the Report 
in thinking this to be a " contradiction." We do 
not even "give our assent to it and think we 
believe it" We never met with anybody who 
thought he did, or whose (Trinitarian) neighbors 
thought he did. God has made us so that we 
cannot. If we term each member a person, and 
then term the Trinity a person in the same sense, 
it will, indeed, be a pjdpable contradiction, and we 
are obliged, in one case or the other, to depart, 
measurably, from the ordinary signification of the 
word. Nor, it is thought, will the authors of this 
Report find any one Trinitarian writer that has 
made a statement of his belief in the language by 
which they vainly seek to describe and confute the 
views of the Catholic church. If the explanation 
given of person in the Report, that it implies one 
consciousness, will, understanding, be applicable to 
the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost respectively, 
then this same explanation cannot be aflked, and 
it never has been affixed to them all in the unity 
of the Godhead- It is a trick unworthy of the 
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usual fairness of the argument under review — 
first to put an erroneous construction upon the 
statements of an opponent, and then to proceed to 
overthrow them as if they were his and not yours. 
" What is plainer in Church history," asks one of 
the most learned men that this country has pro- 
duced, " than that the word person was introduced 
into the creeds of ancient times merely as a term 
which would express the disagreement of Christians 
in general, with the reputed errors of the Sabellians 
and others of similar sentiment, who denied the 
existence of any real distinctim in the Godhead, 
and asserted that Father, Son, and Holy Ghost 
were merely attributes of God, or the names of 
different ways in which he revealed himself to 
mankind, or of different relations which he bore to 
them, and in which he acted? The Nicene fithers 
meant to deny the correctness of this statement 
when they used the word person^ by implying that 
there was some real not merely nominal distinction 
in the Godhead; and that something more than a 
diversity of relation or action in respect to us, was 
intended." * 

We must not be understood as denying that the 
Deity has personality. We only deny that it has 

* Moses Stuart, x)if Andover, whose profound and scholarly treatise 
on the Trinity, presents the strongest Scriptural argument possible 
in its defense. 
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been or can be predicated of the Trinity in the 
same sense that it can be of each member thereof 
If, in its ordinary application, it be applicable to the 
whole, then it is not so to the constituent. 

Distinct personality is attributed to the three, 
with, unity of nature. Probably no writer has gone 
so far as to attribute to Father, Son, and Spirit a 
unity of consciousness, though, if we may apply 
the nomenclature of human understanding at all, 
to a subject so utterly beyond the scope of our 
faculties, a unity of will and comprehension seems 
essential even to our wholly inadequate conception 
of thq most perfect Being. For, that which pos- 
sesses the knowledge of all truth, or, in other 
words, the infinite understanding must be a unit, 
even if we could suppose it an attribute of a dozen 
diflFerent beings, for its subject is precisely the 
snme Ulimitiible and unitive truth. And so, of 
course, the judgment of the most perfect being 
could be but one, if it were possible there could be 
a dozen such beings, for the judgment would be 
based upon a perfect understanding of the same 
truths with all their antecedents and consequents. 
The will also must be a unit, for its decisions are 
determined by the same knowledge and the same 
infinitely perfect moral attributes. 

This is the common argument for the unity of 
God. But, a unity of consciousness, would seem 
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to imply an identiiy, nither th:m a unity of will 
and undci'stauding, and this ascription to the three 
divine persons, will scarcely be found in standjurd 
Trinitarian writers. That author, among those we 
have examined, who approaches nearest to such 
a statement, is Bishop Sherlock, who, while he 
{jscribes distinct consciousness to each of the three, 
contends for a mutual interpenetration of conscious- 
ness between them, but no one has ever succeeded 
in stating, aflfirmatively, what the distinction and 
what the relation between the sacred Three is. 

If the doctrine be, as we contend, clearly revealed 
in Scripture, it is no argument against it, but rather 
what we might expect, that we should be unable 
to define it It is worse than useless, therefore, to 
refine farther upon a subject in whose mysterious 
depths the wisest finite intellect must soon exhaust 
its soundings. 

" No man understandeth the things of God but 
the Spirit of God." This subject of personality 
will again come up, as the Report resorts to a 
similar argument in discussing the person of Christ 
Meanwhile, we content ourselves with the distinct 
declaration that the committee misunderstands and 
missfeites the Trinitarian doctrine. 

It is the easiest thing in the world, first to state 
an absurdity and then call it one, and this the 
committee have certainly, though unintentionally 
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done, doubtless, to the gratiQcation of numerous 
admirers, and not a little, perhaps, to the perplexity 
of some sincere seekers after truth. Even the 
term ofMovaiov, adopted after so much dispute by the 
Catholic church, is sufficient to show that the doc- 
trine is not such as is attributed to the church and 
her creeds by the authors of this Report This 
word merely denominates Christ of the same nature, 
or, as it is translated, "of one substance" with the 
Father, not the same " person.^ In the language 
of one of the defenders of this faith, " The con- 
substantiality of the threepersons is the unity of 
the Godhead." So far from these three being one 
in the sense of the Report, a kind of pre-eminence 
is given to the Father, both by ancient and modem 
writers. "In general," says Bishop Pearson, Exposi- 
tion of ihe Creed, London edition, p. 47, etc., "We 
may safely observe that, in the very name of 
Father, there is something of eminence which is 
not in that of Son; and some kind of priority 'we 
must ascribe unto him whom we call the first, in 
respect of him whom we term the second person; 
and as we cannot but ascribe it, so must we 
endeavor to preserve it. 

"Now that the privilege or priority consisteth not 
in this, that the essence or attributes of the one are 
greater than the essence or attributes of the other, 
(for we shall hereafter demonstrate them to be the 
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same in both) but only in this, that the Father hath 
that essence of himself, the Son by communication 
from the Father. From whence he acknowledgeth 
that he is from him, John Tii,29; that he liveth by 
him, John vi, 57 ; that the Father gave him to have 
life in himself, John v, 26; and generally referreth 
all things to him, as received from him. Wherefore, 
in this sense, some of the ancients have not stuck 
to interpret those words, the Father is greater than 
I, John xiv, 28; of Christ as the Son of God, as 
the second person in the blessed Trinity ; but still 
with reference not unto his essence, but his genera- 
tion, by which he is understood to have his being 
from the Father, who only hath it of himself, and 
is the original of all power and essence in the Son. 
We must not, therefore, so far endeavor to involve 
ourselves in the darkness of this mystery, as to deny 
that glory, which is clearly due unto the Father ; 
whose pre-eminence undeniably consisteth in this, 
that he is God not of any other, but of himself, 
and there is no other person who is God, but is God 
of him. It is no diminution to the Son, to say he 
is from another, for his very name imports as much ; 
but it were a diminution to the Father to speak so 
of him; and there must be some pre-eminence, 
where is the place for derogation. What the 
Father is he is from none; what the Son is, he 
is from him; what the firet is, he giveth; what the 
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second is, he receiveth. The first is a Father 
indeed by reason of his Son, but he is not God by 
reason of him; whereas the Son is not so only in 
regard of the Father, but also God by reason of 
the same, 

*^Upon this pre-eminence, (as I conceive) may 
safely be grounded the congruity of the divine 
mission. We often read that Christ was sent, from 
whence he bears the name of an Apostle, Hebrew 
iii, 1 ; '^himself, as well as those whom he therefore 
named so, because, as the Father sent him, so sent 
he them, John xx, 21. The Holy Ghost is also 
said to be sent, sometimes by the Father, and 
sometimes by the Son ; but we never read that the 
Father was sent at all, there being an authority in 
that name which seems inconsistent with this mission. 
In the parable, a certain householder, which planted 
a vineyard, first sent his servants to the husband-? 
men, and again other servants, but last of all he 
sent unto them his Son : Matt, xxi, 23, it had been 
inconsistent even with the literal sense of an 
historical parable, as not at all consonant to tl^e 
rational customs of men, to have said, that last of 
all the Son sent his Father to them. So God, 
placing man in the vineyard of his Church, first 
sent his servants the prophets, by whom he spoke 
at sundry times, and in divers manners, but in the 
last days he sent his Son, Hebrews i, 1? 2; and it 
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were as incongruous and inconsisent with the divine 
generation, that the Son should send the Father 
into the world. 

"As the living Father hath sent me, and I live 
by the Father, John vi, 57; saith our Sa^dour, 
intimating that by whom he lived, by him he was 
sent, and therefore sent by him, because he lived 
by him, laying his generation as the proper ground 
of his mission. Thus he which begetteth, sendeth, 
and he which is begotten, is sent For I am from 
him, and he hath sent me, John vii, 29, saith the 
Son : from whom I received my essence by communi- 
cation, from him also, received I this commission. 
As, therefore, it is more worthy to give than to 
receive, to send than to be sent ; so in respect of 
the sonship, there is some priority in the divine 
paternity: from whence divers of the ancients read 
that place of St John with this addition, the Father 
(which sent me) is greater than I, John xiv, 28. 
He then is that God who sent forth his Son, made 
of a woman, that God who hath sent forth the 
spirit of his Son into our hearts, crying, Abba 
Father, Gal» iv, 4. So that the authority of sending 
is in the Father: which therefore ought to be acknow- 
ledged, because upon this mission is founded the 
highest testimony of his love to man ; for herein is 
love (saith St John,) not that we loved God, but 
that he loved us, and sent his Son to be the propi- 
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tiation for our sins. Again, tho dignity of the 
Father will farther yet appear from the order of 
the persons in the blessed Trinity, of which he is 
undoubtedly the first. For although in soma 
passages of the apostolical discourses, the Son may 
first be named (as in that of St Paul,) the grace 
of our Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of God, 
and the communion of the Holy Ghost, be with 
you all ; 2 Cor. xiii, 14, the latter part of which 
is nothing but an addition unto his constant bene- 
diction; and in others the Holy Ghost precedes 
the Son : as now there are diversities of gifts, but 
the same Spirit; and there are differences of 
administrations, but the same Lord; and there are 
diversities of operation, but it is the same God 
which worketh all in all : 1 Cor. xii, 4, 6, yet where 
the three persons are barely enumerated, and 
delivered unto us as the rule of faith, there that 
order is observed which is proper unto them; 
witness the form of baptism. In the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost: 
which order hath been perpetuated in all con- 
fessions of faith, and is forever inviolably to be 
observed. For that which is not instituted or 
invented by the will or design of man, but 
founded in the nature of things themselves, is not 
to be altered at the pleasure of man. Now this 
priority doth properly and naturally result from the 
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divine paternity; so that the 3on must necessarily 
be second unto the Father, from whom he receiveth 
his origination, and the Holy Ghost unto the Son. 
Neither can we be thought to want a sufficient 
foundation for this priority of the first person of 
the Trinity, if we look upon the numerous testi- 
monies of the ancient doctors of the Church, who 
have not stuck to call the Father the origin, the 
cause, the author, the root, the fountain, and the 
head of the Son, or the whole Divinity. 

"For by these titles it appeareth clearly: Fir si j 
That they make a considerable difference between 
the person of the Father, of whom are all things, 
and the person of the Son, by whom are all things. 
Secondly^ That the difference consisteth properly in 
this : that as the branch is from the root, and the 
river from the fountain, and by their origination 
from them receive that being which they have; 
whereas the root receiveth nothing from the branch, 
or fountain from the river; so the Son is from the 
Father, receiving his subsistence by generation from 
him ; the Father is not from the Son, as being what 
he is from none." 

In this long quotation (inserted fqr the benefit 
of those of the laity who may not have access to 
the book,) is a statement of the doctrine as held 
by the ancient church, backed by citations from such 
writers as Athanasius, Basil, Gregory Nazianzen, 
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Epiphanius, Chiysostom, Cyril of Alexandria, etc., 
who certainly ought to have known what themselves 
believed and taught. 

Nor is this view of the subject confined to ancient 
writers. The most prominent defenders of the doc- 
trine of the Trinity in modern times also have stated 
and advocated it as their own. Says Bishop Horsley, 
whose management of this question in point of 
learning and conclusiveness of reasoning stands 
second to none, not even to Pearson: 

"If from such expressions (as 'my Father is 
greater than I') you would be content to infer that 
the Almighty Father is indeed the fountain and 
center of divinity; and that the equality of the 
Godhead is to be understood with some mysterious 
subordination of the Son to the Father, you would 
have the concurrence of the ancient fathers, and 
of many advocates of the true faith in all ages." — 
Horsleifs Letters to Dr. Priestly j Letter XV. 

"Bishop Bull in his defense of the Nicene faith 
spends a whole chapter, and a very long chapter it 
is, upon the subject of the Son's subordination ; 
which he maintains to be as much a branch of the 
true Ciith as the doctrine of the Son's eternity or 
consubstantiality." — Ibid. 

"The same thing is asserted by Bishop Pearson 
in his exposition of the Apostle's creed " (already 
quoted at length.) — Ibid. 
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*' To the same purpose the learned Mr. William 
Stephens, author of some able discourses on the 
Trinity, in his sermon * on the eternal generation 
of the Son of God,' preached before the university 
of Oxford, August 5, 1722 affirms; that, ^on the 
communication of the Godhead from the Father to 
the Son, is founded and established all that subor- 
dination which we assert among the persons of the 
Trinity' — he adds, that * unless some subordina- 
tion be maintained, we run into tritheism.' For 
he agrees with you (Priestly) and me (Horsley) 
that ^ three co-ordinaie persons, would be manifestly 
three gods.'" — Ibid. 

"The same sentiments are acknowledged by 
Dr. Waterland, in his commentary on the Athen- 
asian creed ; ^ where it is said none is afore or after 
other J we are not to understand it of order; for 
the Father is first, the Son second, the Holy Ghost 
third in order. Neither are we to understand it 
of office, for the Father is supreme in office, while 
the Son and Holy Ghost condescend to inferior 
offices : but we are to understand it as the creed 
itself explains it of duration and dignity." — Ibid. 

•Now it must be observed that these citations are 
not introduced to prove the doctrine, for that must 
be proved, if at all, from Scripture alone ; but 
only to show that the doctrine attributed to the 
Church by the Report is not such as has ever been 
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hold, for it is quite superfluous to point out the 
total incompatibility of this belief of pre-eminence 
in the originality, order and office of God the 
Father, with that belief in the personality of the 
Deity attributed to Trinitarian writers by this Com- 
mittee. If God the Father have a pre-eminence 
in that his nature is underived, in that he is the 
Father, in that he sends the Son, etc., then we 
need not delay a moment to show that, according 
to Trinitarian writers, he cannot be the same person, 
in the ordinary sense of the term, with the Son. 
The charges, therefore, of "contradiction" and 
"absurdity," that we may "think we believe it, 
but cannot " do not lie against that view of the 
Trinity embraced and ever held fast by the Catholic 
Church, but only against the statement of the 
doctrine made by its adversaries themselves. And 
these quotations equally meet the difficulty pro- 
pounded on page sixteen of the Report, that " every 
one who reads the Scriptures must acknowledge 
that there is a superiority given to the Father," 
the instances adduced of such superiority being 
that " there is a Son sent, and a Spirit given," the 
very instances upon which Trinitarian writers base 
the Father's pre-eminence. This then cannot be 
quite " an end to the proposition of the creeds," 
since they imply and require this very kind of 
" subordination " on the part of the Son. 
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But the Committee think the doctrine, if true, 
would have been taught by Jesus himself, and the 
Evangelists, and by the Apostles in their preaching, 
Now let us grant, for a moment, for the sake of 
ai^ument, that it was not so taught, and see whether 
the ergo of the Committee be indeed inevitable. 
It is obvious that the communications of our Lord 
and his first disciples were aimed mainly either at 
the corruptions of Judaism, as in the sermon on 
the Mount, or to supply what was wanting in that 
system. They were Jews teaching the Jews, sent 
first to the lost sheep of the house of Israel, and 
even after the death of our Lord were under the 
necessity of tarrying at Jerusalem until they should 
be endued with power from on high. So exclusive 
had been their instructions up to this period, that 
it was made a charge against Peter in the Acts 
that he associated Avith uncircumcised men. Had 
the Gospel been preached at the outset to the 
Gentiles, this doctrine might have been at once 
and broadly stated, but it had been necessary in 
the time of Moses, thoroughly to indoctrinate the 
Jews in the unity of God to preserve them from 
the polytheism and idolatry in which the rest of 
the world was submerged. 

Hence the revelation of a Trinity in unity Avas 
but ^' obscurely intimated " in the Old Testament, 
and for our Saviour and his disciples to commence 
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their labors by preaching it broadly to the Jews, 
would humanly speaking, have been fatal to their 
mission, v 

Hence a degree of prudent reserve (to use a word 
that has been much abused) might properly have 
been exercised in the first enunciation of this 
doctrine. Nor need we be surprised nor ofiended 
by such a suggestion. The very Siime reserve was 
practised upon other subjects about which the parties 
here at variance are agreed. Thus the fact that 
Jesus was the long expected Messiah, the natui-e 
of' the kingdom he meant to establish, and that in 
its comprehension it should embrace all mankind — 
Gentiles as well as Jews — these undisputed truths 
were sparingly imparted by Jesus and the firat 
teachers of Christianity, until the evidence of 
miracles could be brought to bear upon the minds 
of the Jewish people, and the resurrection of their 
Lord from the dead should confirm the wavering 
and timorous spirit of the disciples. Even the 
metaphorical revelation of the atonement con- 
tained in the sixth chapter of St John, " Except 
ye eat the flesh of the Son of Man and drink his 
blood, ye have no life in you," gave such offense 
to the disciples that many forsook him and walked 
no more with him. And if such were the eifect 
upon the immediate followers of our Lord, it is ^ 
hazarding little to say that the full exhibition of ^ 
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the atonement or the Trinity to unbelieving Jews 
would so have prejudiced their minds that the 
truth would make but little progress among them. 

Such a course would have nipped in the bud 
the tree of life. It could not subsequently have 
sent down its roots into the earth nor shot up its 
boughs towards heaven. The dew could not have 
lain all night upon its branch, nor would its leaves 
have been for the healing of the nations. It seems 
to have been the design of our Lord rather to 
manifest the Deity, at the outset of his career than 
to assert it. " The works that I do bear witness 
of me." The calm and steady exhibition by 
miracles of supernatural power, as inherent in 
himself, while it afforded the most s^itisfactory proof 
of hisJDeity, gradually removed from the minds 
of those who witnessed them the prej udices with 
which bold assertions in the initiative would cer- 
tainly have had to contend. 

I^ therefore, no texts could be adduced from 
the Gospels in favor of a Trinity, this would be no 
very conclusive argument against its reception. 
But we are by no means prepared to acknowledge 
that either the Evangelists of the four Gospels, or 
the preachers of the Acts were silent upon this 
subject 

It was revealed to Joseph that the unborn child 
of Mary was " conceived of the Holy Ghost," and 
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St Matthew recording the story of the birth of 
Jesus, applies the prophecy of Isaiah, "they shall 
call his name Immanuel, which is being inter- 
preted, God with us." 

In the 12 th chapter of the same Gospel, our 
Lord asserts his superiority over the temple, and 
his authority over the Sabbath day ; " In this place 
is one greater than the temple," which may be. 
paraphrased thus : The priests in the temple where 
God dwelt, transgress the law of the Sabbath by 
not remitting their professional labors. But they 
act in obedience to a specific command, justified 
by the holiness of the temple — to which, in the 
estimation of a Jew, none but God was superior — 
and the work which it sanctified. But here is one 
greater than the temple, who by virtue of hto own 
inherent authority, dispenses or qualifies the divine 
command at his pleasure, for as he is greater than 
the temple, so is he "Lord also of the Sabbath 
day." In Ihe fifth chapter of St. John, this author- 
ity is still more clearly asserted, so that the Jews 
themselves understood the inference from it, and 
when they sought to kill him " because he made 
himself equal with God," (the very thing which an 
apostle subsequently tells us " he thought it not 
robbery to do,") so far from denying the imputa- 
tion, he accepted it as the true statement of his 
unity with the Father, " my Father worketh hither- 
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to and I work : '* as if he had said, as my Father 
worketh every Sabbath day in sustaining the uni- 
verse, so I work on the Sabbath day. If Christ 
had been a mere creature, then were the Jews 
right in taking exception to this reply, for it could 
only have added to his guilt in transgressing their 
law of the Sabbath. It could have been no justi- 
fication to a creature that God uniformly worked 
on the Sabbath day, but rather Ihe opposite. 

" The Son can do nothing of himself," i. e. sep- 
arate from the Father to whom he is indissolubly 
united, ^ but what things soever the Father doeth, 
them also doeth the Son likewise." The preroga- 
tive of forgiving sins, was also assumed by our 
Lord, and the Jews reasoned justly when they 
objected, '^ who can forgive sins save God only ?" 
an objection that our Saviour was quite willing to 
meet, in order that the inference should remain 
where the direct assertion of his Deity might have 
proved fatal. 

The testimony of Nathaniel, when the light of 
omniscience flashed upon him at his first interview 
with Jesus, " Thou art the Son of God ;" of Peter 
when as to Moses at the bush, omnipotence mani- 
fested itself to him : " Depart from me, for I am a 
sinful man, 0, Lord ! " of Thomas, yielding to the 
proof that before him was the conqueror of death 
and of hell, " My Lord and my God ;" and of the 
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disciples who witnessed his ascension when they 
*^ worshiped him, and returned to Jerusalem with 
great joy ;" all these and many more furnish us 
with satisfactory proof that where occasion war- 
ranted, this doctrine was proclaimed by our Lord 
and his Apostles. The commission to "baptize 
in the name of the Father, the Son, and the Holy 
Ghost" becomes to our ears absurd or blasphemous 
upon any other scheme than that of a Trinity. 
Interpreted by the Report before us, it will have 
the meaning, ludicrous if it were not ,tipon so 
sacred a theme — Baptizing them in the name of 
Gody of a Creature^ and of an influence. And 
such an association, I venture to say, the author 
of our holy religion never contemplated. As to 
the teachings of the Apostles in our Saviouf^ life- 
time, we have very little information. 

They were commissioned to preach (probably 
after the manner of the sermon on the Mount) 
and to work miracles, but while there were utter- 
ances to record of him who spake as never man 
spake, the Evangelists did not exert themselves to 
note down the sayings of his disciples. The king 
was there, and less attention was paid to the 
message of his ambassadors. It is fair, however, 
to suppose, that the disciples, (John, for example, 
so far as he was informed,) taught the same doc- 
trine at one time that they did at another. What 
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then, is it likely that man was in the habit of 
preaching wherever he could sjifely do so, who 
afterw;irds wrote for the instruction of all ages, that 
^the pf>rd was God^^ and who, at the same time 
that he gives the title, applies also the attributes, 
eternity and creation, to the Kord ? 

An apostle who called Jesus, God, and in the 
same breath said that he was in the beginning with 
God, and that he created the universe, probably 
knew who it was upon whose bosom he had leaned 
so fondly, and no doubt talked more about this 
mighty theme than has been handed down to us. 

But^ we are told that so far as can be gathered 
from the Acts, Paul and Peter and the other 
apostles did not preach this doctrine. 

This would indeed be a grave charge, if true, for 
the apostles were now confirmed in their faith — 
ready for martyrdom — and the light began during 
the transactions of this book to enlighten the earth, 
and before its close, the " sound had gone out into 
all lands, and the words into the ends of the world." 

As for Paul and Peter, some fragments of whose 
sermons are contained in this book, it is quite 
reasonable, as in the case of John, to suppose that 
they taught what they afterwards wrote in the 
epistles which have come down to us, and without 
delaying to examine their addresses now, it will 
be time to learn their opinions when we come to 
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inspect their published writings. At present we 
content ourselves with the remark that during the 
whole of their ministry they were in the habit of 
baptizing in the name of the Trinity, and in the 
Acts, they certainly say as Utile by way of explana- 
tion of this formula upon the Unitarian hypothe- 
sis as uponr the opposite. The silence of the Acts, 
allowing it to exist, is quite as strong an argument 
against the Committee as against the Orthodox 
faith, for certainly it would require the crucible and 
blow-pipe of Dr. Priestly to contert any of the 
fragmentary discourses which the Acts contain 
into assertions of the mere super^angelic nature of 
Christ The very first address therein reportedj 
Peter's on the day of Pentecost, is absolutely fatal 
to this whole figment, " Ye men of Israel, hear 
these words; Jesus of Nazareth a mtm^^ for as 
will appear, this Report as much denies the mfm- 
hood as it does the deity of Christ. There is but 
little room for doubt, as Horsley and others assert, 
that Stephen suffered martyrdom for the confession 
of a Trinity, or for that which necessarily implies 
it so far as this argument is concerned, the Deity 
of Christ One charge upon which Stephen was 
stoned was ^* blasphemy against God," and his 
blasphemy consisted in this, that " he looked stead- 
fastiy up into heaven and saw the glory of God,'* 
or the Shekinahy for that is what the Jews under- 

4 
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stood by the glory of God made visible, and he 
said, ^^ Behold I see heaven open, and the son of 
man standing on the right hand of God. Then 
they cried out with a loud voice, and stopped their 
ears, and ran upon him with one accord." The 
Jews understood this to be, on Stephen^s part, an 
assertion of the Deity of Christ, " and they stoned 
Stephen" — the usual punishment for blasphemy 
— « calling upon God^ and saying, Lord Jesus, 
receive my spirit — Lord, lay not this sin to their 
charge." The word " God^^ it will be observed, is 
supplied by the translators, and the text is liter- 
ally, ^ They stoned Stephen invoking and saying," 
&c., the same word that is used Eom. x, 13th, 
" Whosoever shall call upon (invoke) the name of 
the Lord shall be saved." Jesus then was the 
God whom Stephen '' invoked " at the very 
moment of an inspiration so intense, that '^ being 
filled with the Holy Ghost " he looked into the 
Shekinah itself and saw Jesus after he had '^ over- 
come and was set down with his Father upon his 
throne." The eye of faith was illuminated at the 
entrance of the dark valley, as men see the stars 
of heaven at mid-day from the bottom of a well. 

The same ^ glory of God," the Shekinah, burst 
in all its splendors upon Paul on his way to 
Damascus, and here again its inhabitant was Christ 
dwelling in light unapproachable, and worshiped 
by Paul as he had been by Stephen. 



UNITARrAN VIEWS. 43 

As the remainder of this section of the Report, 
whose repetitions are various and whose order is 
far from lucid, will come up for notice farther on 
in the examination, the reader is requested to sus- 
pend his judgment upon it here. 

Whilst the authors of this Report are unwilling 
to admit Christ into the rank of Deity, they stren- 
liously contend for his very great exaltation, and 
their assertions may be considered a fair specimen 
of the extent to which error, under the pressure of 
public opinion from without, and evidence from 
within, may be carried towards truth without ever 
reaching the goal. Christ is everything but God. 
His pre-existence,his divine mission, his procession, 
his exaltation, are treated in the most flattering 
terms imaginable. Compliments of every kind 
are showered upon him. He is " divine," a ** crea- 
tor,'* ^Hhe highest of all derived beings," ^^next to 
God in pre-eminence," and ^^his exaltation as a 
Divine Person is beyond the imagination of man 
to conceive." 

How orthodox this sounds ! How almost unex- 
ceptionable ! Stripped of verbiage, what does it 
all mean ? Why that Jesus is not God, neither is 
he marly but a being between both. He was not 
"made like unto his brethren in all things," 
neither did he " take our nature upon him." That 
there was nothing human about him but the body. 



44 A BEVIEW OF 

That he was but a phantom man ! It looks very 
much as if this Committee had made an effort to 
come as near as possible ^ to the standard of faith 
of the Christians around them, and the disposition 
was highly commendable. One step more, and we 
could have extended to them the hand of fellowship, 
and bidden them a cordial welcome to the fold of 
Christ. They have indeed made a most unsuc- 
cessful attempt, but perhaps by the date of the 
next Conference and Report, we shall have the 
privilege of recording another " memorable instancy 
of thought, of investigation, and of progress," and 
we may be permitted to announce that Christ has 
advanced a step higher in the scale of being, and 
that he who this year is only ^^next to God," knew 
precisely what he was doing when he "thought it 
not robbery to be equal with (Jod." So exalted a 
being could hardly have mistaken, and so good a 
being could not have assumed an untruth. We 
shall wait with great anxiety, therefore, for the 
next development of these three gentlemen, who 
this year turn with scorn from the creeds of men 
to the Scriptures, for with a progress truly young 
American, they have advanced so far that perhaps 
an investigation made in 1855, may lead them 
through the Scriptures to those very creeds which 
they have rasUy discarded. 

The historical argument of this Report is so 
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meagre, so scattered, and based upon such remark- 
able assumptions, that we will defer our examination 
of it until after a review of the logical portion, we 
shall have leisure to look back and investigate the 
whole together. As a specimen of the unguarded 
style in which the history of this all-important 
subject is treated, take the following : " The history 
of Christianity shows beyond a doubt, that there 
was no such doctrine in the Church, in the ages 
immediately succeeding the Apostles." If it should 
appear, most unfortunately for this assertion, that 
a Trinity is the teaching of the Bible, we shall be 
very apt to find it set forth with greater or less 
distinctness in the writings of the ages immediately 
succeeding the Apostles. 
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CHAPTER II. 

TWb-FOLD NATURE OF CHRIST. 

' The next important revelation of the Report 
consists in the announcement and attempted proof 
of a negative proposition, viz., that neither Scripture 
nor history, nor metaphysics warrants us in the 
belief of the two-fold nature of the second Person 
of the Godhead. The scriptural and historical argu- 
ment we again defer until we can look back upon the 
whole of this branch of the subject After stating 
from Protestant formularies, the doctrine held by 
the Church of the two-fold nature of Christ, the 
Committee proceed to favor us with their objection 
to it in language so coincident with that of one of 
their standard authors, that the quotation of the 
whole may not be deemed inapposite. 

Indeed, we may here |take occasion to remark, 
that the originality of this whole Report is no 
greater than was absolutely necessary to allow for 
the difference of opinion which every Unitarian 
holds from every other XJnitariai]i upon a subject 
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wbere the only one faith has been already appro- 
priated and held by the church Catholic since the 
Christian Era. 

When men leave the anchorage of this rock, 
they are at the mercy of the winds and waves, and 
after drifting over unknown and trackless seas, they 
will land anywhere. But for our quotations : 

^The natures (God and man in Christ) are in 
no manner commixed : for that would make a being 
who would neither be God nor man; but still they 
make one person; that is to say, they are united 
80 as to be one, but they are not united ! We 
understand that a person is distinguished by will, 
mind, consciousness. If there be a nature that 
has a separate mind, will, motive, consciousness, 
understanding, it is not the same person with that 
other which has not this mind, will, consciousness, 
understanding. But if they are united so as to 
have one mind, one thought, will, understanding, 
consciousness, then they are one, identical, — that 
is what we understand by person. Now it is a 
downright contradiction to say that God's nature 
can be united to man's nature and become one 
person; and still have separate consciousness. 
They cannot become one person any more than 
infinite can be made finite. God is eternal, infinite, 
omnipotent, omniscient, the Creator of all thiugs, 
incapable of suflFering, perfectly happy — He holds 
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the universe in His hands — He is ffie same yester- 
day, and to-day, and forever; it is but to state 
an absurdity in the strongest form, to say He 
was indissolubly united with the nature of man, tnth 
imperfect knowledge, weakness, subject to sorrow, 
to disease and death. But it is not less absurd to 
say they still retain, these opposite qualities, and are 
one person — not even divided, but one at the death 
of the cross." — Unitarian Views^ pages 29-31. 

Now compare this with the following by Dr. 
GhanniDg, a man whom the members of his denomir 
nation may probably be wiDing to consider a fair 
exponent of their doctrine for some time to come : 

^^ According to this doctrine, Jesus Christ, instead 
of being one mind^ one conscious intelligent prin- 
ciple whom we can understand, consists of two 
souls, two minds, ihe one divine, the other human; 
the one weak, the other almighty ; the one ignorant, 
the other omniscient Now we maintain that this is 
to make Christ two beings. To denominate him; 
one person, one being, and yet to suppose him 
made up of two minds infinitely different from 
each other, is to abuse and confound language, and 
to throw darkness; over all our conceptions of 
intelligent natures According to the common 
doctrme, each of these two minds in Christ has its 
own consciousness, its own will, ite own perceptions. 
They have in fact, no common properties. The 
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divine mind feels none of the wants and sorrows 
of the human, and the human is infinitely removed 
from the perfection and happiness of the divine. 
Can you conceive of two beings in the universe more 
distinct ? We have always thought that one person 
was constituted and distinguished by one conscious- 
ness. The doctrine that one and the same person 
should have two consciousnesses, two wills, two 
souls infinitely different from each other, this we 
think an enormous tax upon human credulity." — 
JSerman at the ordination of Rev. Jared Sparfts, 
May 5, 1819. By WiUiam JEllery Chanrdng. 

The correspondence between the statement of 
the Committee, and that from the graceful pen of 
Dr. Charming, as contained in these two extracts 
is, to say the least, very considerable; and the 
Committee are certainly entitled to our congratu- 
lations, in having so well kept and burnished an 
axDOiory from which to draw their weapons. As this 
objection to the orthodox view is stated with so much 
prominence and confidence, that it may shake the 
faith of some who lack either the leisure or the 
ability to cope single-handed with such arguments, 
it will be necessary to be more elaborate in our 
examination of this than of most of the " Unitarian 
Views " set forth in this Report. 

" We have always thought," says Dr. Channing, 
"that one person was distinguished by one con- 
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sciousness," " But/' echoes the Report, " if they 
are united so as to have one mind, one thought, 
will, understanding, consciousness, then they are 
one, identical — this is what we understand by 

Perhaps, however, the terms used to express 
our apprehension of the divine nature may not be 
used in precisely the same sense in which we apply 
them to human nature. Our ideas themselves of 
God, his nature and attributes, are only approxima- 
tions, and when we apply terms descriptive of man 
to the Deity, the most that we can mean is that 
those words express our discovery in God of some- 
thing like what we understand by them as applied 
to man. It may be a near or remote resemblance 
that exists between any divine and human quality 
which go under the same name, but no one pretends 
that human language contains terms accurately 
descriptive of the former and latter both. If we 
speak of the divine and human wisdom, calling 
each from poverty both of language and concep- 
tion by the same name, we mean two things 
difiFerent not only in degree, but in kind. The 
wisdom of God is intuitive — that of man is 
acquired, Man reasons — God does not Man 
believes — God knows. Man deliberates — God 
wills. We use the term person as applied to either 
of the Trinity without pretending accurately to 
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define or understand it, but just so the Unitarians 
use other terms in a sense varying quite as muoh 
from that of their human application. We all under- 
stand what is meant by the words father and son, as 
applied to man. They imply always a literal 
generation, derivation of the child fi:om the parent, 
a mother, and entire equality and sameness of 
nature. Now the Committee acknowledges these 
terms to be applied in the Bible to God and to 
Christ, and that with reference to the superhuman 
origin of the latter. Do they mean by them all 
that they mean when speaking of men? Was 
Christ literally the Son of the Father? Had he, 
considered as a "divine person'' {vide Umt. Views,) 
a mother? Has he entire equality and sameness 
of nature with the Father ? If not, do they use 
these terms in the same sense as when they apply 
them to men? Is not their whole scheme based 
upon the rejection of that sense, and if they were 
to insist upon that as they do upon the definition 
of person as applied to God, would not their whole 
theology vanish in thin air ? 

These, it may be remarked, are Scriptural terms, 
used with great uniformity by the sacred writers, 
expressive of derivation and equality in nature, 
and make the relatiouship only the more complete, 
because, as Bishop Pearson remarks, the Father 
begot Christ from all eternity, alone. Bat all that 
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we ask now is the privilege, that perhaps this 
argumentum ad hominem may make the Committee 
less reluctant to grant us^ of using the word person 
without understanding by it precisely what we mean 
by it when speaking of a man* 

The theory of the Report seems to be that tihe 
^' first of created beings, some exalted A^n, as the 
Platonists would have termed him, named Christy 
and known as the Son of God, took upon him a 
human body, for which his own intellect, or spirit, 
or nature, whatever it was, served tiie purpose of 
a soul. Now we are taught by Si Luke, that 
" Jesus incretf&ed (K?o«;po^f «) in wisdom and stature, 
and in fivror with God and man." Luke i, 52, 
vide also Luke i, 30, comp. with ii, 40. The word 
jiioxoftta means literally to forward by hammering 
or striking — hence conunonly, to proceed, to go 
forward, to advance. It does not mean to unfold 
or exhibit gradually something already completed 
but hidden, as it must here mean if the immaterial 
part of it were an angel and not a human souL It 
would be a most singular phenomenon if the facul- 
ties of an exalted angel oould be conde^sed into 
those of a child so as to be adapted to a child^s 
body. 

It would be necessary also upon the Arian theory 
to prove that the same word, not even repeated, 
means when applied to the mind of our Lord, a 
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gradual manifestation, and when applied to the 
body, a real growth, for he " increased in wisdom 
and stature.^^ We may also infer that the body of 
Christ was animated by a human soul, from the terms 
applied to his spiritual nature in the Bible. We 
find the word 4^%% and in one or two instances 
Hfivtw. applied to the immaterial nature of Christ 
These words both signified breath from their 
original derivation, and are often used interchang- 
ably in the Old Testament. But as the compre- 
hension of spirit grew more enlarged and accurate, 
greater definiteness in the use of the terms 

descriptive of it gradually prevailed. In the New 
Testament we find 4*^^ generally applied to the 
rational human soul, and fivwiuk to spiritual beings. 
Hvev/ia is indeed sometimes applied to the spiritual 
portion of man, as in Stephen's prayer, <*Lord 
Jesus, receive my spirit, (^ftv^ia) " an imitation of 
our Lord's own prayer, " Father, into thy hands I 
commend my spirit (^ytv^a)," but ^xn is never 
applied to an angel. The same nss^e prevails in 
English; we speak of "departed spirits," the 
"spirits of just men made perfect;" but we never 
speak of Gabriel as a soul. And in some places 
where ^xy is used, it would be obviously improper 
to substitute the other, as when the Bible speaks of 
" redeeming their souls," or in that most impor- 
tant text, "what shall it profit a man if he shall 
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gain the whole world and lose his own soul, or what 
shall he give in exchange for his soul, ^vxri^^^ 

Now both these words are applied in the New 
Testament to Christ. If our Lord commended his 
*^ Spirit" to the hands of God, so did Stephen. If 
Jesus was troubled in spirit ^^when he testified 
that one of his disciples should betray him, so Paul 
was " pressed in spirit," Acts xviii, 5 ; and ^^ his 
spirit was stirred within him," xvii, 16. But 
Jesus also says of himself, " now is my soul ^xv 
troubled ; " and again, ^^my soul '^x'n is exceeding 
sorrowful." 

And still more worthy of notice is this phra- 
*^<kA*-H' seology in that remarkable prophecy of JSkoiei 
^ quoted b/ Peter, Acts i, 27 : "Thou wilt not leave 
my soul ^xn ^^ hell," i. e^ thou wilt not leave my 
spiritual portion in the place of the souls of the 
dead. Now if Christ had not possessed a human 
soul, the application of this term to him would be 
inexplicable. 

Indeed, iti&diflficult to conceive a more hopeless 
undertaking than that to prove that Jesus was not 
a man, and if he were really and truly a man, the 
Socinian scheme as set forfli in the volume before 
us is utterly annihilated. 

But we have still another remfirk to make upon 
this position of the. Report Let us recur again, 
to the language used : " God is eternal, infinite, &c. 
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and it is but to state an absurdity in the strongest 
form, to say he was indissolubly united with the 
nature of man," &c. Now the word ^-indissolubly" 
here may fairly be regarded as expletive. K God 
and man could be united at all, they could be 
united ^^indissolubly." We will therefore omit 
the term and consider without it this " absurdity 
stated in the strongest form." Is it not obvious 
that in saying it is absurd to declare that God and 
man are united is to strike at the root of the whole 
theory of inspiration, held by the Unitarians as well 
as by ourselves ? We must not be understood to 
assert that Christ was a mere inspired man, (though 
that would be equally with the orthodox doctrine that 
Christ was also the eternal God, inconsistent with 
the doctrine of the Report,) but the cases are quite 
sufficiently analogous to afford us a confutation of 
this objection. Isaiah was finite, and God was 
infinite, yet in the composition of the sublime 
prophecy that goes under the name of the man, 
the ignorance of the one was enlightened by the 
omniscience of the other, the faith of the man was 
elevated by the wisdom of the God, to declare as fi-om 
his own knowledge the future of the nations and the 
Church; "what was dark in him" was "illumined;" 
" what was low" was "raised and supported ; " what 
was doubting was confirmed ; what truth was clouded 
by its transmission through a human soul, was 
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purified. Now whether the prophet was conscious 
at the time or not of the divine inspiration, this is 
equally fatal to "Unitarian Views." He was 
certainly one person, that will probably be acknow- 
ledged by all, and the prophecy was certainly 
his, though divinely inspired. It was impossible 
to distinguish between the divine and human 
action* The prophecy was unerring truth, such 
as God oujy could reveal, but it retained all the 
native language, the peculiarity of the style, and 
the idiosyncrasy of the man. If there were but one 
consciousnesss, which is probable, then God and 
man — infinite wisdom and ignorance — were united 
in one person, with one consciousness. If there were 
two "consciousnesses," then these two were still 
united in one person. If the two become identi- 
cally the same person, then is a mixed nature, 
(though not that one contemplated by the creeds) 
equally fatal to the impossibility of their union. 
But take another case still stronger : 

" Unitarians believe in the Holy Spirit as imbuing 
our souls with good, testifying to our hearts of the 
Lord Jesus, saving us from our sins, and turning 
us to God our Father." — Unitarian Views, p. 52. 

Here then, in the sanctification of eveiy man, 
upon the showing of this Report itself, is a divine 
inspiration, both moral and mental, both sanctifying , 
and illuminating, for our salvation. There is here 
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but one consciousness, for we certainly cannot 
distinguish between the emotions or suggestions 
excited by the spirit, and those of unaided human 
nature, yet in strictness of speech the exercises 
of regenerate minds are partly human and partly 
divine, arising from the uniting of infinite wisdom 
and holiness with ignorance and depravity. All 
become the acts of one person, whether the Holy 
Ghost or the man originate them, whether they be 
the offspring of the temple, or of the God. Prayer 
for spiritiUjd blessings is unmeaning without this 
supposition. Now for all purposes necessary to this 
argument, the connection between the human and 
divine natures of Christ was that of inspiration. 
Indeed we have Scripture warrant for this asser- 
tion.* 

The holy men of old spake as they were moved 
by the Holy Ghost, and Christians act now, so far 
as they copy their master's example, under the 
same blessed influence, but the extent of power 
exerted over the prophet, the psalmist and the 
Baint, is definite and limited. 

It is bestowed in need and apportioned to faith. 
Not so in the inspiration of Christ. Isaiah had 

* The same remarks might be applied to the agency of the doirll 
in leading bad men into sin, but as Unitarians probably reject tho 
doctrine of a hell for the wicked, we suppose they hav0 no confidence 
in the devil, and we wish to argue this point upon common ground. 
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long ago prophesied, ^* I will put my Spirit upon 
him/' and accordingly he was miraculously " con- 
ceived," absolutely '^ sanctified," (" sanctified and 
sent into the world,") and " led up into the wilder- 
ness by the SpWt." The Spuit descended upon 
him as a dove out of heaven at his baptism, and 
** abode upon him." He " baptized with the Holy 
Ghost," and by " breathing upon " his disciples, 
communicated the same power to them, imparting 
to them of the fullness with which he himself was 
endowed« In a word 'Hhe Spirit was given without 
measure unto himy " He was put to death in the 
flesh, but quickened (restored to life) by the Spirit, 
by which also he went and preached unto the spirits 
in prison." After his resurrection, " he through the 
Holy Ghost gave commandment unto his Apostles 
whom he had chosen." 

Let us pause a moment and examine this testi- 
mony. The ^^ Report" before us acknowledges 
in explicit and strong terms the pre-existence of 
Christ: 

"As to his existence before he appeared among 
men, it seems to us that the sacred writings do 
show this fact : The whole tenor of Scripture 
places the Lord Jesus Christ altogether above an 
inspired man. It seems plain to us any reader 
will acknowledge, that in the body of the New 
Testament Christ is present as no prophet, no 
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angel — no being but one next to God is held 
forth to men.'* — Unitarian Views, p. 22. 

Now, not to delay ourselves with the inquiry 
what was the need of all this spiritual influence 
from the Holy Ghost, to enable * a " being next to 
God " to perfonn the very simple office, (that of a 
teacher and a martyr,) which upon the Unitarian 
hypothesis devolved upon Christ, we ask if there 
be any greater difficulty in understanding Christ's 
plenary inspiration by the Holy Ghost, than in 
understanding the limited inspu'ation of Isaiah or 
of Paul ? Yet here was precisely the kind of 
union to which so great exception is taken in the 
Report : 

"God the eternal, infinite, omnipotent, omnis- 
cient, the Creator, impassable — is indissolubly 
united to — ;(some being, man or angel) — with 
imperfect knowledge, weakness, subject to sorrow, 
to disease and death ! " 

We are not called upon to explain how it is that 
the connection between the divine and human natures 
of Christ was through the Spirit, how he was con- 
ceived and sanctified, how he taught and preached, 
and was raised from the dead by the Holy Ghost. 
These are simply assertions of Scripture. With 
the quomodo, we have nothing to do. His distinct 
personality, his pre-existence, and his exaltation 
(except in degree) are not at issue in the present 
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discussion^ and the other dijQScultty, that is, the 

necessity of Christ's having any other nature than 
this inspired humanity, is much more mysterious on 
the Unitarian than the orthodox hypothesis. Over 
and above all this inspiration of the Holy Ghost, we 
cannot possibly explain the office and necessity of 
the pre-existent and exalted Christ, except it was 
to render efficient the mighty sacrifice demanded 
for our sins. All that we are concerned with is, the 
" absurdity in its strongest form " of the union, 
(with one consciousness, or more than one,) in one 
person, of God, and this being of imperfect know- 
ledge, of weakness and of passiveness. If the 
Holy Ghost could be so united to Jesus as to make 
him the first of inspired teachers, could not God 
the Son be united to the inferior nature of Christ ? 
Is not inspiration always a proof of the possibility 
of the incarnation, and does it not remove eflfec- 
tually this objection of the Committee ? 

But, perhaps, we have dwelt longer upon this 

' branch of our review than the case required. We 
9 :^ might have dismissed it with the remark that it is 
a subject upon which no man is wise enough to 
dogmatize. 

The term person in the orthodox creed we have 

^j already acknowledged is not used in precisely its 
ordinary acceptation. The science of mental phi- 
losophy is still in its swaddling clothes, and when 









-# 



* 



• • I « ■ , 



• UNITABUN VIEWS. 61 

it shall have grown to maiurity, the question to it 
and to man will be as appropriate as i|i is now, 
" Canst thou, by searching find out God ? Canst 
thou know the Almighty unto perfection ? " Our 
province is to listen to the teachings of Scripture 
with both ears open, to explain them if we can ; 
to believe them if we cannot Nor does the 
doctrine of the two-fold nature of Christ "impKcate 
the explicit sincerity of our Lord." The statement 
of Christ recorded, John v, 30 : ** I can of mine 
own self do nothing," is quite as easily explained 
by one hypothesis as by the other. It is a repeti- 
tion of what is said in the 19th verse of the same 
chapter, and is simply a declaration of our Lord's 
oneness with the Father. " Then answered Jesus 
and said unto them, verily, verily I say unto you, 
the Son can do nothing of himself, but what he 
seeth the Father do ; for what things soever he 
death, them also doeth the Son likewise." 

The unity of the Godhead could hardly be more 
positively asserted. The Son separately fi-om the 
Father can do nothing, but whatsoever things the 
Father doeth, them doeth the Son likewise. It is 
equally unnecessary for the support of this doctrine 
to impugn our Lord's sincerity when'^he said "my 
Father is greater than I." The words occur, John 
xiv, 28, in his parting address to his disciples. 
" Sorrow " had "filled their hearts," because he 
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spoke of leaving them^ and he seeks to enconrage 
them to take comfort under then* great prospective 
bereavement He promises to send them the 
Comforter in his stead, he bestows his peace upon 
them not as the world giveth, and he exhorts them, 
"Let not your heart be troubled, neither let it be 
afraid. Ye have heard how I said I go away, and 
come again unto you. If ye loved me ye would 
rejoice because I said I go unto the Father, for my 
Father is greater than I." We have no right to under- 
stand anything here more than the context requires. 
He tells his disciples that they ought to rejoice 
that he goes to the Father because of the improve- 
ment in his own circumstances thereby insured. 
His Father was greater in condition than himself 
as mediator, and to rejoin him would be to enter 
again into that ^^ glory that he had with him before 
the world was." To inform them that in his abstract 
nature, God was greater than himself would have 
been, but a small ground of consolation, and would 
moreover have been equally gratuitous, whether 
his disciples believed him a mere man or ^^ next to 
God." The text, Mark xiii, 32, is justly considered 
more difficult of explanation : **But of that day 
and that hour knoweth no man, no not the angels 
in heaven, neither the Son, but the Father." It 
certainly *^ declares " in the language of the Report, 
"that the Son did not know what God must know." 
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But make the Son perfect man as well as God, and 
we find no difficulty greater here than when we 
are told in the early part of his history that ha 
" increased in wisdom." Surely if he could increase 
in wisdom^ there might be some things that he did 
not know in his mediational capacity, and it is 
simply begging the question to assert that he said 
this " in his whole character." 

Unitarianism denies the manhood of Christ 
precisely as it denies his Godhead. The Bible 
speaks of him as both God and man, and affirms 
at one time that which is predicable of the one 
character, and at another what will apply only to 
the other. And this is the only hypothesis that 
can reconcile such a text as this with the statement 
in John i, that " the word was God," the Creator 
of the world "Unitarian Views " view but one 
side, or rather neither side, and they are utterly at 
fiiult when they attempt to explain two such appar- 
ently contradictory passages. . ''" - f *^f^ 
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CHAPTER III. 

JSCRIPTURAL ARGUMENT. 

The scriptural argument for the Deity of our 
Lord has come up before us so far as to meet the 
objection that this doctrine was not set forth in the 
oral teachings of Christ and his Apostles^ and we 
might almost leave the settlement of the question 
with the texts already quoted. But to do so would 
be to omit some of the strongest proof texts in the 
Bible, contained in the published writings 'of the 
Evangelists and Apostles, and of our Lord himself 
(in Revelation), which either assert his Godship in 
direct terms or ascribe to him infinite attributes 
and divine worship. We shall be brief in our 
citations of these passages, nor is it our purpose to 
cite them all, and few we apprehend will read them 
attentively without the conviction that, upon the 
Unitarian hypothesis they admit of no satisfactory 
explanation. 

We first adduce that most remarkable text, 
John i, 1st: "In the beginning was the word, 
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and the word was with Qod, and the word was 

God." The force of this text as an argument does 

not consist entirely in the appellation God, applied 

to Christ, but chiefly in what is predicated of the 

word (revealer or declarer) under the title of God. 

Still the use of the term is an argument of no 

slight importance. Wherever the term God is 

applied to any created being, it is used in such a 

connection that it is impossible to mistake it for 

the designation of the Supreme Being. " I have 

made thee a God to Pharaoh," i. e., I have given 

thee such power as will exalt you to the character 

of a divinity in his estimation. But in the passage 

before us in the very breath in which St. John says 

the word was God, he ascribes to him as such 

eternity and creation, two of the attributes of 

Jehovah ! He *^ was in the beginning with God," 

that is before any creature existed, and "All 

things were made by him, and without him was 

not anything made that was made," i e. the word 

who was God was the Creator of the universe. If 

this be not to assert the Deity of Christ it is difficult 

to conceive in what language such a proposition 

could be stated- Would the Committee be willing 

to express their belief with St. John that Christ 

was Godj the eternal Creator of the universe ? We 

venture to say, that such a statement in their 

report to Conference would not have been regarded 

G 
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AS very " profitable ^' by the body that appointed 
them. Now let us substantiate each of these 
ascriptions of divinity, of eternity, and creation 
to Christ by other texts. 

The verse Rom. ix, 5, presents us with another 
instance in which Christ is called God under pre- 
cisely similar circumstances, i. e. what is affirmed 
of him can apply only to Jehovah : " Whose are 
the fathers, and of whom as concerning the flesh 
Chxist camcy who is over all, God blessed forever," 
or as it should be translated and punctuated, 
** whose are the fisithers, and of whom (according to 
the flesh) Christ, who is over all God, blessed for- 
ever." In vain will other constructions be put upon 
this verse. The Greek as it stands is confirmed by 
** all the manuscripts, all the ancient versions, and 
nearly all the others." 

The word *^ all " in the text means the universe, 
as in the passages. Col. i, 17, Ep. i, 19-23, John iii, 
31, 1 Cor. XV, 27, all of which relate to Christ. "God 
over all" then means " the supreme Gody^ and any 
Greek scholar can see that this is not a doxology, 
but is a simple affirmation of the deity of Christ.i 

The same may be said of Heb. i, 8: "Unto 
the Son hesaith. Thy throne, God, is forever and 
ever : a scepter of righteousness is the scepter of 
tiiy Idngdom." No other translation of this verse 
is £oi a moment admissible, and as before the 
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argoment is not only from the name God being ap- 
plied to Christ, but that eternity is predicated of his 
dominion. And if it be matter of wonder that in 
the next verse we read ^^God, even thy God bath 
anointed thee with the oil of gladness above thy 
fellows," it is as Professor Stuart well remarks, ^^a 
wonder which no ground but that which Trinitarians 
take can ever explain — viz. : that the divine and 
human natures co-existed in Christ, and that in 
the same sentence he could with propriety speak 
of himself as human and divine." One other text 
of a similar nature we will adduce, 1 John v, 20, 
^^And we know that the Son of God is come, and 
hath given us an understanding that we may know 
him that is true and we are in him that is true, 
even in his Son Jesus Christ This is the true 
God and eternal life." The last clause of this 
verse refers naturally to its immediate antecedent 
"Jesus Christ" Then the adjective true is twice 
before applied to him in the same verse tfith "him 
hatt is true," "in him that is true," "the true Godi" 
Finally the predicate " eternal life " is in John's 
writings constantly applied to Christ, and never to 
the Father. "In him was life — this life was tihe 
light of men — giving life to tiie world — the 
bread of life — my words are spirit and life — the 
way, the truth, and the life." And so in the finfc 
chapter of this epistle, "Our hands have handled 
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of the word of life — for the life was manifested, 
and we have seen it — and then unto you that 
eternal life which was with the Father and was 
manifested unto us." And in the 11th, 12th9 and 
13th verses of the very chapter from which the 
text is taken upon which we are commenting, 
*^And this is the record that God hath given to 
us eternal life and this life is in his Son. He that 
hath the Son hath life, and he that hath not the 
Son hath not life. These things have I written 
unto you that believe on the name of the Son of 
God, that ye may know that ye have eternal life.'' 
Jesus then is here called " the true God and eternal 
life.'' 

" One explicit declaration in the words of Jesus 
(surely then in the words of the beloved disciple) 
made without metaphor or any figure of speech, 
must be sufficient to establish any &cfof the 
Gospel." Umtaria/n ViewSy page 36. 

What is to be said then of iiie " explicit decla- 
ration," ^'TMs is the true God'^i Athanasius 
himself could not have been more emphatic 
Other passages of like import could be adduced, 
but it would occupy more room than we have to 
spare so to present them as to defend them against 
false constructions, and after all this class of texts 
forms but a fraction of those which prove the 
divinity of Christ Following the order abready 
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indic5ated, we now proceed to consider other pas- 
sages in which creation is ascribed to Christ, 
illustrative of John i, 3. "All things were made 
by him," &c. We desire to call the reader's atten- 
tion to Heb. i, 10-12 : "And Thou God in the 
beginning hast laid the foundations of the earth 
and the heavens are the works of thy hands," &c. 
This is addressed to Christ, as any one can see 
by examining the context, and it unquestionably 
attributes to him the creation of the heavens and 
the earth, as well as (in the latter clause not quoted) 
eternity and immutability. We are indebted to the 
Report for another clear and indisputable passage 
of the same kind that might have escaped our 
attention, viz., Cor. i, 15-19, "Who is the image 
of the invisible God, the first born of every 
creature. For by him were all things created that 
are in heaven or in earth, visible and invisible, 
whether they be thrones, or dominions, or princi- 
palities, or powers; all things were created by him 
and for him, and by him all things consisi" This 
text is no doubt quoted by the Committee as 
favoring their own side of the question, and a 
more minute examination of it may therefore be 
necessary. The application of it to a moral crea- 
tion is too far fetched to admit of argument The 
specifications and the tmts loquencU preclude the 
possibility of such a suppos^ition, and as it is not 
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offered by the Committee, we will assume that they 
have had the good sense to reject it If therefore 
the text makes for " Unitarian Views," it must be 
from the phrase "first born of eyery creature," or 
from its attributing the creation of the universe 
instrumentally and not originally to Christ But 
both these objections are untenable. It reads 
"the first horn, u e.y begotten of every creature," 
not the first ereated of every creature. It is the 
same word translated "first begotten," in Heb. i, 6, 
and there Christ is represented as the object of 
angelic worship, and of course divine. And again, 
when he bringeth the first begotten into the world, 
he saith, "And let all the angels of God worship 
him." Then every creature does not mean every 
rtUumai creature, but cUl creation^ animate ai^d 
inanimate, as in Rom. viii, 19 — ^22, where "the 
creature is used interchangably with the whole 
creation." The sentence "first born of every crea- 
ture " therefore means that Christ was begotten of 
the Father before the creation of the world, and it is 
precisely parallel with John i,l-2: "In the begin- 
ning was the word — the same was in the beginning 
with God," thus furnishing a strojig additional proof 
of the eternal filiation of the Son. , 

But was this creation by him as the instrun»nt? 
The Greek does not support such an interpretation, 
and we could as well prove by it that the Father is 
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an instrumental agent^ as thiat the Son is such. 
The only text seeming to bear this constitution is 
Heb J, 2, and the difficulty here vanishes if we 
consider the word^co; in the first verse as put for 
the abstract — the Deity — in whose eternal couij- 
sels the work of creation was assumed by the second 
person of the Trinity. To delegate creation to a 
subordinate being were to delegate to him also 
eternity, omniscience, and omnipotence, and thus to 
make him God. Creation would only be delegated 
to an infinite being. 

The text Col. i, 15-17, then furnishes another 
irrefragable proof that Christ Jesus was the Creator 
of the universe. If to call him God, and to attri- 
bute to him the creation of all things be not to 
assert his Deity, we are at a loss in what terms to 
express this doctrine. It is almost a waste of 
words to show that the sacred writers always speak 
of creation as the work of Jehovah alone, but 
take a few passages, for we are fallen upon times 
in which the most venerable sentiments and insti- 
tutions may be dissipated with a breath. " These 
are the generations of the heavens and of the earth, 
in the day that Jehovah God made tlie earth, and 
the heavens," Gen. i, 4. '' For in six days Jehovah 
made heaven and earth, ihe sea, and all that in 
them is," Ex xx,ll. ^^ I am Jehovah that^maketh 
all things, that stretcheth forth the heavens alone; 
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that spreadeth abroad the earth by myself." "But 
Jehovah is the true God, he is the living God, and 
the everlasting King ; at his wrath the earth shall 
tremble and the nations shall nit be able to abide 
his indignation." 

" Thus shall ye say unto them : The gods that 
have not made the heavens and the earth, even 
they shall perish lirom the earth and from under 
these heavens. He (Jehovah) hath made the earth 
by his power, he hath established the world by his 
wisdom, and hath stretched out the heavens by his 
discretion," Jer. x, 11-12. 

Here the act of creation is most emphatically 
appealed to to distinguish Jehovah from all other 
gods. The doctrine of a Trinity afowecan reconcile 
these and many similar passages with those just 
quoted from the New Testament, in which creation 
is ascribed to Christ " Jehovah stretcheth forth 
the heavens alone, and spreadejh abroad the earth 
by himself." "All things were made by him 
(Christ) and without him was not anything made 
that was made." 

If Christ were Jehovah, well. If not Isaiah and 

J. 

John are ifteconcilably opposed to each other. 
Creation is the work of God "alone," and if Christ 
created the universe thM Christ is God. To prove 
the Eternity oi Christ, it will be necessary only to add 
another text to those iwhich have already been given. 
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In Rer. xxii, 13, we read: "^'I am Alpha and 
Omega, the beginning and the end, the first and ♦ 
the last" This text presents itself in three other 
places in the samf|)>ook, and in each case its refer- 
ence to Christ is 80 obvious bb to require no 
comment. Vide, i, 11, 17, ii, 8. Now in the 6th 
verse of the 21st chapter the same description is 
given of the eternity of God. ^nd if we refer to 
Isaiah we find Jehovah twice expressing his eternity 
in the same formula; ^I am the first and I am 
the last, and besides me there is no God;" ** I am 
he, (the true God) I am the first and I also am 
the last." Is. xlix, 6, xliii, 12. Are there two who 
are first and . last ? If not, Christ and Jehovah 
are one. 

But still it may be asked, are our relations to 
the Son of God, as set forth in Scripture, such as 
to correspond to .this exhibition of his character T 
We answer, that he is everywhere revealed, not 
only as God, but as^God to us. Precisely the feelr 
ings and duties required from men towards God, 
are required under the same sanctions towarda ^ 
Christ. Do we owe faith to <jod? ^Ye believe 
in God, believe also in. me.* . * 

Are we required to hpnor God ? "That all men 
should honor the Son eitn^as they honor the 
Father." Must we love God ? , " If amy^nan love 
not the Lord Jesus Christ, let Wm be anathemn 
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maranatha.*' (i. e. accursed.) Must we- obey God ? 
^ *^He that hath my (Christ's) commaudments, and 
keepeth them, he it is that loveth me." Must we 
worship God? Christ is repea#diy presented aa 
the object of Christian worship. Luke xxiv, 52. 
"And they worshiped him, and Returned t<J- Jerusa- 
lem with great joy." Acts i, 24. ^'Thou Lord 
which knowest the. hearts of all men, show whether 
of these two thou hast chosen." Acts vii, 69. 
"And they stoned Stephen calling upon God, and 
saying. Lord Jesus receive my spipfe" 1 Cor. xii, 
8. "For this cause I besought the Lord thrice 
that it might depart from me." Heb. i, 6. "And 
again when he bringeth in the first begotten into 
the world, he suith, and let all the angels of God 
worship him." 

And finally that magnificent passage. Rev. v, 8, 
14: "And when he had taken the book, the four 
beasts and four and twenty elders fell down before 
the Lamb, having every one of them harps, and 
golden vials full of odoi's which are the prayers Ox 
,the Saints. And they sung a new song, saying, 
Thou art worthy to take the book and to open the 
seals thereof, for thou wast slain and hast redeemed 
us ta God by thy blood, out of every kindred and 
tongue and people and- nation, and hast made us 
unto our God kings and priests, and we shall reign 
pi» tUM earth. And I beheld and I heard the voice 
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of mcW^ JGpibi round about the throne, and the 
bei^i^tl^^tS|l^ alders; and the number of them 
waipff^ thouAwJ^ times/i^i thousand, and thou- 
sands of thoftiili^k f '•^ with a loud voice, 
Worthy is the LfedioHhat was slain to receive power^ 
and riches, and wisdom, aiid strength, and honor, 
and glory, and blessit||^ And every creature 
which is<i!nilMfa^n^ and on the oarth, and under 
the ea;rtb, kndT^dtiiii: a^ in the sea and all that 
are in them, Ueaxd T saying : Blessing, and honor, 
and glory^ and pow-er, be ui).to him that sitteth 
upon the throne and unto the Lamb forever and 
ever. And the four beasts said Amen. And the 
four and twenty elders fell down and worshiped 
him that liveth forever and ever." These passages 
and many more are demonstrative as to the fact 
of Jesus being the proper object of spiritual 
worship. We may here leave this portion of the 
argument, for nothing more can be necessary to 
prove the Deity of Christ. That exceptions, the 
chief of which we have pointed out, have been 
taken to some of these proof texts, we are well 
aware, but none for fifteen hundred years past 
that have even weakened their force. 

If Christ b^ repeatedly termed God, pronounced 
eternal and the Creator, and if he be presented 
to us as the object of our supreme faith, love, 
obedience and worship, then we may rest quietly 
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in the assurance that our adoring ftniS^ honoring 
him " as we honor the Father," is an act of^daty 
acceptable to the God of the Bible. 

We have not attempted t^adduce all the 
proofs existing upon any one point, nor to answer 
all the objections that have been raised. If 
Christ were man as well m God, every tim^- that 
he is spoken of in this capacity, he would of course 
appear as inferior to the Fatiier; aud if to eat, 
drink, learn, groWj have imperfect knowledge, 
sleep, weep, suflFer and die as a man; if to have 
a "soul," to be termed "a man of sorrows," "the 
Son of man," to be " born of a woman," to be ^> a 
man approved of God," to be "that man whom 
he hath ordained," if all these and a thousand 
more cases in which he is represented as a man, 
do not prove him such, then Adam was not a 
man, nor is hunianity predicable of any of his 
descendants. 
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CHAPTER rv. 

THE HOLY GHOST A PERSON. 

In this report we are next furnished with a very 
obscure and lame attempt to prove that the Holy 
Ghost is not a person. We do not doubt the sin- 
cerity of its authors, and we can only account for 
the weakness of their effort by supposing them to 
be strongly under the influence of an impression 
of which all parties are sensible, that the chief bat- 
tle-ground in this discussion is around the divinity 
of Christ Let that be ^tablished, and very few 
would object to either the divinity or personality 
of the Holy Spirit, and if the Committee have 
succeeded, as no doubt, they flatter themselves in 
overthrowing that, few will be found to contend for 
a duality in the Godhead, although we are &r from 
admitting that the independent argument for the 
personality of the Spirit is in any degree inconclu^ 
sive. In entering upon a brief examination of 
this subject, we must be permitted to claim what- 
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ever advantage results from the previous proof of 
the Deity of Christ Having proved this, if a 
Trinity be (which we earnestly contend it is not) a 
disturbance of the divine unitji, the mischief is 
already wrought, and no one need scruple upon 
metaphysical groupds to object to the Deity of the 
Holy Spirit. 

If there may be' two persons and one God, there 
may also be three persons and one God, and the 
questiorfis narrowed down to the simple testimony 
of Scripture. 

The argument that " Unitarian Views " present 
against the personality of the Holy Ghost miay be 
disposed of in few words. 

It is altogether the weake&t part of the Report 
which we have yet examined, and copsists of a 
partial examinatioii of a few proof te:^ts and those 
not the most conelo^ve, of instances from the 
poetry of the Kble where the breath, the word, the 
wisdom of God, and the like are personified with 
personal pronouns affixed to them,, and a not very 
compKmentaiy allusioa to the circumstances under 
which this doctrine Ibund a place in the creeds. 
Were it not for the consideratian already men- 
tioned, that all parties are (perhaps too much) 
disposed to regard this article of faith as standing 
or falling with the divinity of Chris^ we might 
almost be disposed to pause and ask the Com- 
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mittee, did Channing's burnished armory fail them 
here? But we mean them no disrespect, and if 
they seriously oiFer this argument as the basis of 
their " views,".wa will seriously attempt its confu- 
tation. 

It cannot be expected, however, that we should 
follow the Report through every passage of Scrip- 
ture adduced. We freely admit that in some texts 
the words "Spirit," "Spirit of God," "Spirit of 
Christ," and the like do not refer to tjie Third 
Person of the Trinity, and that other passages 
which have such reference taken alone, could not 
prove his personality. 

But still there are enough left amply to vindi- 
cate the position of this doctrine among the articles 
of the Christian faith. The belief of Socinians 
upon this point, or rather of Arians, for th« thuoiuyy 
of this Report is essentially Arian and notSocinian— 
is stated on page 43, in these words, "what is said 
of the Spirit has a plain reference to God himself; 
or the power of God; or the influence or commu- 
nication of God." And the Report does not scruple 
to apply thisinterpretation to the formula of baptism 
itself, as has already been noticed ^o as to make it 
read, "Baptizing all nations in the name of the 
Father, an Aeon, or Phantom, and an Influence or 
Communication!" This jumble (we can think of 
no other word so applicable^ and we trust it does 
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not savor of irreYerence) is not indeed written 
out, but its constituent parts are furnished in the 
work under review. It is reasonable to suppose 
that its authors were unwilling themselves to con- 
template the result of their speculations. 

On page 45 we read, "No person ever came as 
a Comforter, ' to dwell ' as Jesus had done with the 
Apostles or others, and openly and personally to 
testify of him : but it (the Holy Spirit) dwelt with 
them^ ntr could a person ^be in them.' If it 
be said that there are passages which speak of God 
dwelling in you, and Christ dwelling in you, yon 
dwelling in Christ ; very well ; but God and Christ 
have been shown and acknowledged to be persons, 
and so are you^ and the figure of speech is there- 
fore plainly understood." That is, though God 
;iud Christ may dwell in us and be persons, the 
Holy Spirit is proved not to be a person because 
he is SJiid "to dwell" in us. We have seldom 
seen an argument, if we may dignify it with that 
title, stated and refuted by the same author in so 
bri^ a compass. 

" The expressions ^ breath of the Almighty,' and 
^ breath of the Lord ' are used in the Bible just 
as the expression ^Spirit of God' is used,'^ and 
what are the illustrations ? One of them is found 
in Job, and the other in a Psalm, the two most 
highly poetical books in the Bible I And the Com- 
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mittee seriously urge this as a reason why in an 
hundred instances in the sober prose of the New 
Testament, where the Holy Ghost is spoken of as 
a person and personal acts are attributed to him, 
all Christendom should participate in their opinion, 
that our Saviour and his apostles were harmlessly 
aiming at rhetorical eff(^t, and designed this as 
an emphatic mode of personifying the divine 
** influence." The same remark applies to the 
passage on the 47th page, "Let it not be said that 
notwithstanding our Lord does speak, as in the 
verses quoted from John, he uses the pronouns 
^he' and *him,' and they indicate personality 
conclusively ; such personification is very common 
in the Scriptures, and no^ uncommon in other 
writings, ^specially in oriental writings. The sun 
rejoiceth and knoweth his going down ; the deep 
lifteth up his hands ; wisdom crieth," &c. These are 
again from the poeticjil books, and are nothing to 
the purpose. The argument derived from them 
amounts to this, that because certain (inspired) 
poets were accustomed to make use of a very 
common poetical figure when treating certain sub- 
jects, therefore, prose writers who lived a thousand 
years oiter them, invariably use the same figure 
of speech whenever they have occasion to mention 
another and different subject. It were quite asstrong 
an argument to prove from such expres^ons in the 
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^'Miisk of Comus" as "stroog siding champion 
Conscience," "pure ey'd Faith," "white handed 
Hope," "unblemished form of Chastity," that the 
great author in writing his " Defense of the people of 
England," intended by Charles the First to designate 
the " influence" or " communication " of monarchy. 
The reader will, we trust, pardon us for occupying 
his time in the rendition of answers so obvious as 
those which many of the comments of the Report 
can alone admit. 

We really feel as if our own time could be better 
employed, while we are glad to leara that the 
ingenuity and learning of the Committee could 
devise no better arguments for the " profit " of 
their brethren. We do not of course apply these 
remarks to all the arguments of the Report, — and 
we have sufficiently indicated by the attention we 
have bestowed upon them our estimation of the 
skill with which they were forged and wielded. 
Upon the passage " they were all filled with the 
Holy Ghost, and began to speak with other tongues 
as the Spirit gave them utterance," the remark is 
made, " Here is no person come, and surely it 
would be very absurd to say they were all filled 
with a person." Yet we have already been told 
that God and Christ may dwell in us, and if so we 
may be said to be filled with them without any 
great extension of the absurdity shown bv the 
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Apostles in the use of such language. Indeed, ^ 
this was the enduement ^'with power from on 
bigh,'' promised to be seut upon them in the last 
chapter of Luke : '' And behold, I send the 
promise of my Father upon you ; but tarry ye in 
the city of Jerusalem, till ye be endued with power 
from on high.*' The power spoken of here is what 
is called the Comforter in St. John. This is 
plain. Unitarian ViewSy page 48. 

Not quite so plain without assuming the very 
point to be proved, viz. : that the Holy Ghost has 
no distinct persomility, and this the reasoning of 
the Report has not yet established. Ho doubt 
this was the fulfillment of the Saviour's promise, 
i^nd we have just as little doubt that the ^' power 
from on high " was the power of the Holy Ghost, 
with whose divine influence then and there be- 
stowed upon them tiiey were filled. So -of the 
text " he shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost," 
upon which the Report remarks, ^We cannot 
imagine baptism with a person, although it is plain 
there is here a figure of speech, therefore we think 
the purifying power or influence of God is meant," 
and so it is most manifestly — "the purifying power 
of influence " of God the Holy Ghost 

Several other texts of the same kind are ad- 
duced, p. 49, in which the Holy Ghost is said to 
be « given," to be << received^" to *^ fell upon," to 
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^ be " poured out upon," &c., and to all these we 
make the same answer — if indeed it be "a power 
or impartation " here spoken of, it is the " power 
or impartation " of God the Holy Ghost, and not 
of God the Father. 

"As mentioned in the first of Matthew and first of 
Luke, no man dare say that more was meant than 
the power of God." Let us see. The texts refer 
to the miraculous conception of the Virgin Mary, 
the mother of our Lord — ^^ The Holy Ghost shall 
come upon ;tl^^,. and the power of the Highest shall 
olretelistdow* th^e,'* &c. Is it not suflSciently 
obvious that the power here spoken of is the power 
of the Holy Ghost, and may we not justly claim 
this, and all the other texts above alluded to as 
additional evidences of his distinct personality ? 

But we will not weary the attention of our 
readets by the examination any farther of such 
unsatis&ctory reasoning. 

We shouM feel called upon to express our grati- 
tude to the Committee for thi3 their attempt to 
prove a negative proposition, viz., that the Holy 
Ghost has not distinct personality, were we not 
aware that in so doing they have assumed no 
greater burden than by the laws of argument is 
incumbent upon them, for this great doctrine has 
the consent of Christendom, and even the Com- 
mittee must acknowledge that Uie New Testament 
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appears obviously to tea,cboH>=and,|l^t iio. small ^ 
degree of ingenuity an<Jj^^^(e{u:*hi«^^!|wiui^^^^ to ^ 
make its teachings favoi^tjie^c^'^pji^i^ifview. These 
then are strong presumptive arguments in its favor, 
such as to throw the entire burden of proof qpon 
the negative, and our gratitude ,tQ^|^$f^^Of' have 
assumed it resolves itself ii^to ^ sialple admiration 
of the boldness which could venture before the 

« 

public with such an argumeAt;^;,- ^j ^-n.if ?.</• 

We now proceed to introduce a few texts from 
which the distinct personality of the Holy Ghost 
can be proved, and it will appear that they are by 
no means the same which the Committee have 
thought fit to put into our mouths. 

Let us first turn our attention to the baptism 
of our Lord as recorded in the 3d chapter of 
Matthew's Gospel. "And Jesus when he was 
baptized went up str^htway out of the wate^^ and 
lo ! the heavens were opened unto him, and he saw 
the Spirit of God descending like a dove, and 
lighting upon him ; and lo ! a voice from heaven 
saying. This is my beloved Son in whom I am 
well pleased." Can any one believe here with this 
Committee that the " power, influence or imparta^ 
tion" of God appeared here in bodily shape? 
This were to realize the personification of the poets 
with a vengeance. Think of it for a moment. 
Suppose the pity of God should assume bodily 
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shape, ot the holiness of God, or the justice, or the 

*eternity of "God were to take the form of a dove 

and fly down to the earth to astonish the beholder. 

And yet we are called upon to believe that the 

power of God has done so I 

It would really seem as if the Spirit here men- 
ti6ned were a person whether divine or not, and a 
distinct person. from the Father and the Son, both 
of whom were manifest upon the Same occasion. 
" I ae? Jordanem,^^ said the fathers, " et videtis 
Trinitatem^^ and either we must believe that the 
Trinity was manifested upon that occasion, or that 
the whole scene was a trick to impose upon the 
Jews. The formula of baptism has been already 
dluded to as requiring upon the Arian interpreta- 
tion, to be read : " In the name of Jehovah, of a 
created being, and of omnipotence," two persons 
and an attribute ! " The Spirit whom (not which) 
the Father will send in my nam6.V « The grace 
of our Lord Jesus Christ, the love of God, and the 
communion of the Holy Ghost,'* upon the same 
hypothesis musit be rendered, " the grace of a 
creature, (here placed before God) the love of 
Jehovah, and the communion of the divine power ! 

While we agree with the Committee that the 
use of the pronouns ^ be" and "hkn" b3F;^our Lord 
in speaking of the Holy Spirit, may not **conolu- 
fiively indicate personality/' y«t we regard it as a 
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powerful argument therefore that whenever the^ 
Third Person of the Trinity is mentioned in Script 
ture, the pronouns applied to him are invariahltf 
the personal pronouns, and some better reason for 
this must be given than the flimsy one already 
noticed, that the poets a thousand years before had 
used the rhetorical figure, prosopopein, or we shall 
be compelled to believe that it would be wholly 
inconsistent with the plain, matter of fact style of 
the New Testament, to make such use of language 
that it requires great discrimination to avoid being 
led by it into almost (fatal delusion. The use of 
these pronouns once or twice or ten times, might 
be explained away perhaps, but their invariable use 
cannot without doing violence to the first principles 
of language. The same remark may be applied to 
the constant attributing of personal acts to the 
Spirit which we find in writers both of the (Hd and 
New Testa^ments. Sometimes we might believe that 
nothii^ but variety or animation of style was 
intended^ but the same thing that must have 
attracted our observation in the Old Testament 
recurs again and again in the New, whether in 
Gospels, Acts^ Efristles, or Revelation, till from 
this, stringent and cumulative testimony we are 
compellfll to admit that no attribute or influence of 
God could, among various writers for thousands 
of yearsv be thus represented as speaking and 
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acting what only a person can speak and act, pro- 
dded the writers were themselves honest and 
intelligent. _ Still less when we believe them to 
have been inspired by the Spirit of God. 

What can be made of such passages as the fol- 
lowing, unless it be that the Saviour designedly 
spoke in an obscure and ambiguous, no to say 
unintelligible style, or that he was speaking of a 
personal agent? "I will pray the Father, and 
he shall give you another Comforter, that he may 
abide with you forever, even the Spirit of truth' 
whom the world cannot receive, because it seeth 
him not, neither knoweth him, but ye know him, 
for he dwelleth with you, and shall be in you." 
"But the Comforter, which is the Holy Ghost, 
whom the Father will send in my name, he shall 
teach you all things, and bring all things to your 
remembrance, whatsoever I have said unto you." 
" Nevertheless it is expedient for you that I 
go away, for if I go not away the Comforter will 
not come unto you, but if I depart I will send 
him unto you ; and when he is come, he will 
reprove the world of sin, of righteousness and 
of judgment" John xiv, 16, 17, 26, and xvi, 7, 
8. " Howbeit when he, the Sphrit of truth, is 
come, he will guide you into all truths for )ie shall 
not speak of himself; but whatsoever he shall 
hear, fiiat shall he speak ; and he will show you 
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things to come. He shall glorify me, for he shall 
receive of mine and shall show it unto you. All 
things that the Father hath are mine ; therefore 
said I that he shall take of mine, and shall show it 
unto you." Is it possible that our Saviour could 
talk in this way of an influence or impersonal 
attribute ? 

Would it be necessary to alter one word of this 
in order to make it apply to a person, and wotdd 
any Unitarian originally so speak of "a power, 
influence, or impartation?" 

It will hardly be said that God himself is here 
spoken of under the name of the Comforter or 
Paraclete, not only because Ood sends him, but 
from the offices assigned to him, as, for example, 
"he shall not speak of himself, but whatsoever he 
shall hear that shall he speak." This, implying 
subordination in office, cannot refer to the Father. 

Let us now examine the testimony of 1 Cor. 
xii, 4-11 : "Now there are diversities of gifts but 
the same Spirit." {Here the " influence or imparted 
tioUf' the gifts are distingtdshed from the Spirit^ 
"And there are differences of administration but the 
same Lord, and there are diversities of operations 
but it is the same God which worketh all in 
all." (Here the Spirit, Son and Father are 
clearly distinguished from each other.) But the 
manifestation of the Spirit is given to every 

6 
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man to profit withaL For to one is given by 
the Spirit the word of wisdoin; to another the 
word of knowledge by the same Spirit; to another 
the gifts of heading by the same Spirit; to another 
the worl^ing. of mirades; to another prophecy j 
to another discerning of spirits; to ^another divers 
kind of tongues; to another the interpretation of 
tongaea; but all these worketh that one and the 
self-s^me Spirit, dividipg to every nian severally 
as he will." 

Perhaps the most appropriate conament upon this 
whole passage will he^ found in the following extract : 

^^We understand that a person is distipguished 
by will, mind, consciQusness. If there be a naturo 
that has a separate min^, will, motive, cpns,ciousi;ie§S;^ 
underst^indipg, it is not th^ sanie person with that 
other which has not this niind, will, consciousness, 
understanding." — Unitarian Views^page 29. 

^^To one is given by the same Spirit the word 
of wisdom; to a,nother the word of knpivjedge; 
to another prophecy; to another discerning of 
spirits; to another the interpretation pf tongues; 
by the same Spirit" This lool^ very niuch as if 
the donor had "a separate mind, conscioi,isness, 
understanding." "To another gifts of healings—- 
to another worl^ng of miracles— 4x) another divers 
l^ind of tongues— by the same Spirit." Surely 
b* (Jid pot do this witji9ut a " motive." 
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" But all these worketh that one and the self- 
same Spirit, dividing, to every man severally as he 
v^ill." And here is indicated, as most men would 
be willing to acknowledge, the possession of "a 
will.'^ Nor can this argument be retorted upon 
us again, for we have already disclaimed the use 
of the tenn person in its ordinary sense when 
applied to the Trinity. 

"But God hath revealed them unto us by his 
Spirit ; for the Spirit searcheth all things, yea tii© 
deep things of God. For what man knoweth the 
things of a man, save the spirit of man that is in 
him ? Even so, the things of God knoweth no 
man, but the Spirit of God." 1 Cor. ii, 10, 11, 
Upon this text, the Committer hazard the remark : 

'' By the spirit of a man, we do not undetstand 
his person ; so. by th^ Spirit of God^ we are not to 
understand a person."— ZTwif^ar/aa Views, pa^e 47. 

Perhaps the Committee have fojrgoten the old 
adage — " nil simile est quattior pedlhus^'^ or they 
would not have required the apostle by one 
comparison to teach everything that respects the 
Holy Ghost We might reply that by the spirit 
of a man, we do not understand his ^^ power, 
influence or imparfcxtion," \m the man *^ himself;" 
and then the text would be equally fatal to their 
view, as the necessary inference would be,— so by 
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the Spirit of God, we are not to understand his 
power, influence or impartation. 

The Apostle's meaning was simply this, as any 
one can satisfy himself by reading the context. 
He is speaking of the need of divine illumination 
to enable the Apostles to understand and commu- 
nicate the purposes of the diyine benevolence to 
men. " Eye hath not seen, nor ear heard, neither 
have entered into the heart of man the things 
which God hath prepared for them tbat love him. 
But God hath revealed them unto us by his Spirit,^' 
&c. Here then again we have acts attributed to 
the Spirit that can only belong to a personal, not 
to say an omniscient ageni The Spirit revealetb, 
searcheth, knoweth, and teacheth. 

Would it not be in the last degree insipid in 
St Paul to assert that the mind of God " Knowetb 
the deep things of God ? " 

We do not for k moment suspect any intention 
of the kind on the part of the authors of this 
Report, but really this partakes strongly of the 
character of solemn trifling upon the most serious 
and weighty of all subjects. No one would ever 
have dreamed of the forced and artificial construc- 
tion put by this report upon many important 
assertions of Holy Writ were it not for the vain 
effort of finite minds to bring to their own level 
the nature and the attributes of infinity. The 
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plain meaning of these texts, one that would never 
have been excepted to if they had occurred in Homer 
or in Ovid, is that there is a Holy Ghost, a divine 
Person, and that there is a real though incompre- 
hensible difference between him and God the 
Father, and with this plain men will rest satisfied, 
and humble men will continue to walk by Cuth 
until God shall see fit to reveal to us " the deep 
things of God" by his Spirit. One passage near 
the conclusion of this section of the Report we 
cannot forbear quoting at length, for we regard it 
as an illustration o^ " thought, investigation, and 
progress," every way commendable. " But Unita- 
rians do believe in the Holy Spirit as imbuing our 
souls with good, testifying to our hearts of the 
Lord Jesus, saving us from our sins, and turning 
us to God our Father, The great truth of the 
presence, power and influence of the Holy Spirit 
is to us of unutterable importance. It is a truth 
full of consolation and hope. It lies at the foun- 
dation of spiritual religion. Without it religion 
would become mere formalism, and regeneration 
— that new birth, that spiritual renewal without 
which one cannot enter the kingdom of heaven — 
a meaningless term." Unitarian Views, page 52. 
While we cordially unite with all our readers in 
the fervent prayer that God the Holy Ghost may 
** guide into all truth," those who thus profess to 
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acknowledge and depend upon his teachings, we 
njust at the same time express our astonishment 
that the pressure of orthodoxy from without should 
have extorted such averments from men who deny 
the personal existence of that blessed Spirit, a 
Trinity, an atonement, inbred sin, and its awful 
and eternal consequences. Nor can the Com- 
niittee shield their faith from the solemn and loud 
protest of every thing, that is humbling, purifying, 
and remedial in the gospel of Jesus Christ by their 
reprobation of the caricature of the doctrines of 
Calvinism with which they conclude their argument 
against the personality of the Third Person of the 
Trinity. We have yet to meet with a Calvinist 
in modern times who would render an account of 
the faith that is in him in the language attributed 
to his school, viz : that " a certain portion of his 
(God*s) children are elected without any reference 
to good works." Believers in election and predes- 
tination uniformly hold that good works are essen- 
tial to salvation, and that only the holy will be 
saved. '' Unitarian Views " on the other hand, if 
we have read them correctly, save all alike, and 
this too without an atonement. Future retribution, 
final or finite, is not once hinted at in this Report 
that was received with so much " profit " by the 
body of theologians before whona it was read. 
The awful pageantry of a judgment day so 9|]tgft 
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described in the Bible, and the sentence of ever- 
lasting torment upon those incapable of reform, many 
times repeated beforehand by our Lord the Judge 
himself^ all these we suppose are to be set down 
for rhetorical effect, and God's moral government 
of his creatures vanishes before the "thought, 
investigation and progress " of those who are too 
wise, or not wise enpugh to take God at his word 
without an interpretation of the oracle. But with 
this subject of election we have no disposition to 
meddle. It doe& not concern our argument, and 
quite as many believers in a Trinity have beeu 
found ranged on one side as on the other of the 
vexefd question. No one regards either its belief 
or its negation as essential to salvation, and the 
Committee are quite welcome to attack or defend 
it at their pleasure. We can assure them that they 
will find ground firm and broad enough on either 
side of the line to support them, and many fellow- 
travelers to, accompany liem with shoutings to the 
bosom of their God. 
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CHAPTER V. 

REVIEW OF fflSTORICAL STATEMENTS. 

We have purposely deferred an examination of 
those portions of ^* Unitarian Views *' which profess 
to give the early history of the controversy until 
the present moment. It was necessary, in order 
to present a connected view of the whole, to depart 
from the arrangement adopted by the Committee, 
and to present the biblical view of the natures of 
Christ and the Holy Ghost. Having done so we 
how commence an investigation as brief as the 
occasion will possibly admit, of the very curious 
historical assertions scattered through the work 
be before us. Before we proceed, however, it may 
be as well to notice a blunder, (for we had rather 
believe.it to be such than an intentional suppressip 
veri^) that appears on the 28th page of the 
Report : 

"It, (the doctrine of two natures in Christ) 
originated in a semi-barbarous age; and it was 
established in its present form at a time when 
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strife and perseoution^ bloodshed banishment and 
death were the agents by whieh religious o^onions 
were enforced on mankind. (Qaere : is to ^en&roe 
on mankind' -good English?) The council of 
Ephesus which had this doctrine under considera* 
tion was marked by the beating of a bish(^ in the 
Church where it was hel^ so that he died of his 
wounds.'* 

Now can it be possible that our teamied Comr 
mittee should not have known at the time ttiey 
penned this last sentence, iiiat thi& y^ coun^ 
of Ephesus, (the second of that name) so &r as it 
or its proceedings had ai^hing to do mth the 
question before us, in its constitution and results 
was deddedly Unitarian^ aiseor^^ng to the viewa 
announced in this Report 1 The decision of the 
council of Nice held a century before, was indeed 
left untouched as not being eoncemed in tiie 
diflference between Eutyches and Ms opponents. 
But the doctrine established by tibat council was 
that there was only om nature in Christy that of 
the/dk Word who became incarnate^ thus denying his 
kumanitt/f a very important step, it will perhaps 
be acknowledged, in the direction of *<Umtarian 
Views." 

This council, it must be observed, was an 
occasional one, assembled for other purposes, and 
it was termed by the Greeks ^&a a^embly of 
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robbers^*' Its decrees were never received by the 
Catholic {u e.^ universal) Church. The bishop 
(Mavianus) who was scourged, was treated so on 
account of his iidherence to the orthodox belief of 
two natures and one person in. Christ He was 
scourged most probably by a band of soldiers and 
an armed mob, who rushed into the church to 
second the tyrannical proceedings of the president 
Dipscorus,^ and he subsequently died in banishment. 
But we. had better at once take leave, of the con- 
sideration of the violence with which the decrees 
of councils were enacted and enforced. It was 
characteristic of the age in which these great doc- 
trines were determined to be the doctrines of 
Scripture. Nor was such unhallowed logic restrict- 
ed to either party. The prosperity of the church, 
released from the bonds of persecution, and petted 
and fostered by emperors, had no doubt developed 
the pride even of ecclesiastical hearts r^ good men 
in the main — so that they were unwilUng to tole- 
raie the smallest difference in phraseology from 
their own favorite formularies. Qne writer upon 
this subject does not scrujdie to inquire as follows, 
ip a letter to Dr. Channing, viz: ^Was not 
Arius, the father of that class of Unitarians to 
which you yourself seem to belong, a violent per- 
secutor? Was it not he and his followers who 
^st cf att among profj^ssed Christians, set the 
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hideous and direful extunple of secularising the 
discipline of the diurch, and persecuting their oppo- 
nents to imprisonment^ baniskmenty and death? 
And did they not crimson the whole Roman Em- 
pire with the. blocfd of Trinitarians? Did not 
Davides perish in prison under the unrelenting 
severity of the persecuting spirit of I*|fcistus Soci- 
nus and his adherents, the fouadets of another class, 
of Unitarians?" &o. 

But we can very safely leave out all this kind 
of argumentation. If councils had been a thousand 
fold more violent and tyrannical than they were, 
and had decided, for example, that there is a God, 
their conduct would not make their decision false, 
nor the opposite true. And precisely the same 
remeurk applies to thQ objection that these councils 
were convened and influenced by the temporal 
prince ! Their decisions may still have been right 
or wrong independently of this. We will therefore 
no longer delay our readers with topics wholly 
irrelevant, but proceed with the history. 

All that it is necessary to examine by the light 
of history may be summed in the following 
extracts from the Report : 

" The history of Christianity shows beyond doubt 
that there was no such doctrine (as the Trinity) in 
the Church in the ages immediately succe|ding the 
Apostles. In the venerable formnla called the 
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Apostles' Creed, the oldest known, — older than 
the Nicene or the Athanasian — though no one 
now pretends that it was composed by the Apostles, 
there is no mention of a- Trinity ; but the contrary 
is the plain reading of the instrument It is 
decidedly Unitarian * 

^' The doctrine of the two natures in Christ — 
was resorted to to uphold the trinity doctrine of 
the creeds beffun ai the Con/ndl of Nice. - It origi- 
nated in a semi-barbaious age.'^ p. 27. " It was 

* We are at a loss to perfecive that "the contrary ** to a Trinity is 
the- plain reading of the Apostles' Creed. If this were so, there 
conld be no very g^d reason for its being retained as the oldest, 
flind perhaps the best hnman iymbol of our faith in all branches of 
the"tlatholic Church without eSEception. If it taught Arianism, it 
would long since have been discarded fui contrary to Scripture. It 
does not indeed use the word Trinity, nor do the other creeds, 
neither do they use its opposite, but its articles are expressed mostly 
in Scriptural language, and it is intended to teach whatever the 
Bible teaches upon this ^ subject. What that is has been already 
shown. So far firom this Creed being " decidedly Unitarian," there is 
at least one article in it decidedly hostile to the form of Unitarianistn 
contained in the " Report" 

We have seen that this " Report ** denies that Christ was a man 
at all, affirming that he only had the hody of a man, of which his 
higher nature was the soul. ,Now the words in the creed "he 
desicended into hell •' refer without doubt, " according to the general 
opinion of the Church of Christ in all ages," to the aooL of Christ, 
and they were so used by the fathers in their contest with Apolli- 
nitts who denied to Christ the possession of a rational soul, " nam 
ApoBmaritH qmdem ccamk et ammae naturam sine mente adsumpsisse 
Dommum eredmO^ Ariani yenlm camis tantummodo." Facundas, 
quoted by IPeanon. So far then from this venerable symbol of the 
OKurch's beiyrbeini^" decidedly Unitarian " it protests through all 
DM against a cardinal do;:trine of Arius. 
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Dot uatU fifty-»ix years after the Council of Nice 
which established the Deity of Christ that the 
personality of the Holy Spirit was decreed." p. 42. 
"We have thus stated some of the reasons why we 
reject the additions^ made to ffie Christian faith hy a 
temporal auJiu>rityj or that which undertook to 
govern . men not in the meekness of its great 
Author, but by the strength of coarseness and 
assumption — the domination of semirbarbarons 
bishops and semi-barbarous princes." p. 67. 

We shall not be accused of misrepresenting the 
impression designed to be made by the aboTe 
assertions, (some of which we have underlined) if 
we interpret them as saying that the doctrine of a 
Trinity of persons in the unity of the Godhead, 
originated at the Council of Nice in the year 326, 
A. D., that it was subsequently completed in its 
present form, and that it was the joint production 
of (semi-barbarous) officers of church and state. 

Here then we join issue. The doctrine of a 
Trinity we have already found in the Bible, and 
we are prepared now to prove that in substance it 
was held in the Church from tiiie Apostles' times till 
the council of Nice, as it has been ever since. It 
was indeed for the first time agreed at that counoU 
to adopt the terminology now in use tp expr^» 
our ideas of the great mystery, because it was tbe 
first time that it had been formally and seiioasty 
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attacked,, and it was necessary to frame language 
sach as should exclude heretics from participation 
in the privileges of the Church. The council of 
Nice was merely the articulate expression by the 
whole Church of a consciousness imparted by Clfrist 
and his Apostles, of which hitiierto no bold opposer 
had appeared to extort either the stern decree of 
indignation or the emphatic protest of truth. That 
this doctrine obtained at and subsequently to the 
Nicene era a mould and symbols into which it had 
not been universally cast before, we are quite 
willing to anknowledge, for this merely places it 
upon the same footing with other doctrines of Holy 
Writ The Bible does not present us anywhere 
mth systematized truth. It was written not for 
scholars but for the people, yet it is both lawful 
and necessary to draw forth ita sacred teachings, the 
raw material^ the native ore, of its truths, and 
mould them into such a shape as is most suitable 
to the casts of thought of mankind. The doctrine 
of the spirituality of Crod,for example, was as little 
fixed, defined, systematized, up to the council of 
Nice as was that of the Trinity* TertuUian, Melito, 
and many others of the fathers attributed somewhat 
corporeal to the Deiiy, and- this without being 
charged with heresy, yet the man who should so 
boldly venture now would be ranked with Hobbes 
and Spinoza. It does not matter when the ore 



UNITARIAN VIEWS. 103 

was moulded into shapes of use and beauty proyided 
only it was the pure gold of the mine, and if this 
doctrine be Bible truth, it mi^ht have been enacted 
yesterday by the Universal Church, as the hw of 
belief for her ministers or members, and that with the 
^' force and arms " of the secular power, or it might 
never be enacted, and it would still be obligatory as 
God's truth upon the conscience and obedience oi 
every Christian man. As a matter of fact, however? 
the assertion that it was not considered the true 
faith before the council of Nice, is an assertion 
without any historical basis. We do indeed find 
traces before that date of the view of Arius, the 
arch Unitarian, but they- were derived from the 
philosophy of Piato, and not from the Bible. 

The Platonists held to a Trinity, as did the 
Hindoos and many ancient people, but not in the 
sense in which that doctrine was taught in tihe New 
Testament, and enjoined at the Nicene council' 
The Platonic Trinity consisted of tie supreme God, 
whom Plato also calls Father ; the x^yoi or word 
which is the divine understanding ; and the soul, or 
vital principle of the world; and these views, modified 
by the influence of the Old Testament, w^e exteu'- 
sively embraced by Jews living without the bounds ' 
of Palestine, who had been educated in the Grecian 
philosophies. When therefore, Christianity was.. 
first made known to them, tbeir pre-convinced 
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ijDotions of a Trinity were grafted upon tfie state- 
ments of the Evangelists and Apostles, and were 
to some extent tolerated before tbe first geiieral 
council pronounced ijiem erroneous. Arianism is 
thus but little more than baptized Platoni^n, dnd 
when it culminated to its complete development in 
^e fourth century, it was met by tho developed 
and systematized doctrine of the Trinity as estab- 
lished in the creed of Nisea. If we are to reject 
tbe Trinitarian doctrine because the Anti-Nicene 
fethers would have expressed it in language some- 
what varying from each other, we must for a still 
stronger reason reject the doctrine of Arius, for 
though something like his view was occasionally 
held before, particularly by the Hellenists, yet it 
received its systematic form and expression from 
him. We have, however, abundant proof that the 
orthodox doctrine was not latent during the interval 
that elapsed between the Apostles and the session 
of the Nicene council. A few extracts from the 
writings of those days, while they will add materially 
to the arguments already adduced, may not be 
miacceptelde to those who have tbe leisure and 
the candor to examine such subjects for them- 
selves. 
Our first witness shall be Ignatius, Bkhop of 

Antioch, thirty-seven years after the ascension of 
our Lord, tbe disciple and friend of the Apostle 
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John. He uses the foUowinglanguage in an epislie 
to the Ephesisvns : 

" There is one physician both fleshly and spiritual ; 
made and not made; God incarnate; both of Mary 
and of God; first passable^ then impassable; even 
Jesus Christ our Lord. For our Grod Jesus Chrisfc 
was, according to the dispensation of God, conceived 
in the womb of Mary, of the seed of David, by the 
Holy Ghost.... God himself appearing in the 
form of man for the renewal of eternal life." 

Says Barnabas, another contemporary of the 
Apostles : (quoted by Horsley;) 

" The Lord submitted to suffer for our soul, 
although he be the Lord., of the whole earthy unto 
whom he said the day^ before the world was finished, 
Let us make man after our image and our likeness. 
. . . For if he bad not comQ in the flesh, how could 
we mortals, seeing him, hav^been preserved, when 
they who behold the sun which is to perish, and is 
the work of his hands, are unable to look directly 
against its rays?" Of whpm can Barnabas be 
speaking but of God ? 

Irena^y bom in Asia Minor, educated by Poly- 
carp, who was. the disciple of St. John, Bishop of 
Lyons, A. D. 180^ speaks of the unalterable canon 
or ruie of fcdth which every man received at hia 
baptism. And he itnmediately declares what it 
was in the§e words : " The church, though it. bo 
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dispersed all over the world, from one end of the 
earth to the other, received from the Apostles and 
their disciples, the belief in one God, the Father 
Almighty — and' in one Jesus Christ, the Son of 
God, who Was incarnate for our salvation j and in the 
Holy Ghost, who preached by the prophets — iihat 
every knee should bow to Jesus Christ, our Lord, 
and God, and Saviour, and King. This faith (says 
Irenaeus) was the same in all the world. The 
churches in Germany had tio other faith or tradi- 
tion than those in Iberia or Spain, or those among 
Ihe Celtae, that is France, or in the East, or in 
Egypt, or in Lybia, or in the middle p:irts of the 
world, by which he means Jerusalem and the- adja- 
cent churches, which were reckoned to be in the 
midst of the e^irtbu 

Origm shall be our next witness. So was born 
at Alexandria about A. D. 185, and lived in Pales- 
tine, generally acknowledged the first biblical 
scholar of his age. In his book of Christian Princi- 
ples, he thus delivers the rule of faith — the things 
manifestly handed down by tiie apostolical preach- 
ing are these, first, That there is one God, &c; — 
next. That Jesus Christ, who came into the world, 
was begotten of the Father before every creature 
("begotten before all worlds,^' says the Nicene 
Greed)— in the last times made himself of no 
reputation^ and becifme man; he who was God, 
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was made flesh, and as man continued the same 
God that he' was before. They also delivered that 
the Holy Spirit was associated in honor and digni- 
ty with the Father and Son. We will next offer 
to prove this point 

Tertnllian^ born about 160, at Carthage, where 
he lived a Presbyter during bis whole life. He 
gives a portion of the ancient creed, and speaks of 
it as the rule of faith common to all Christians — 
"as one only rule of faith umdterable and irreforma- 
ble, instituted by Christ himself, and there were 
no disputes in the Church about it but such as 
heretics introduce, or such as make heretics." We 
believe in one God — that that one God hath g. 
Son which is his word — we believe that he was 
sent by the Father to be born of a virgin, both 
man and God, the Son of man and the Son of God, 
and that he was called Jesus Christ. >He sent, 
according to his promise, the Holy Ghost, the Com- 
forter. This faith, says he, was the rule of believ- 
ing from the beginning of the gospel. Our next 
witness is 

Gregory ThaumaturgtiSj Bishop of Neo Caesarea, 
in Pontus, born about A. D. 200. Died about A. 
D. 270. He composed a creed for the use of his 
own church. It runs thus : There is one God the 
Father — and one Lordy one of one, God of God 
— the true Son of the true Father — eternal of 
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cternalj and mxe Holy Ghost — the Fountain of 
Holiness — a perfect Trinity, whose glory, eternity 
and doBiinion is no way divided or separated from 
each other. In this Trinity there is nothing cre- 
ated or servile. The Father was never without the 
Son, nor the Son without the Spirit We will 
adduce "as our next witness, 

Jjudanj a Presbyter of Antioch, who suffered 
martyrdom, A. D. 811. He wrote a confession of 
fidth in opposition to the Sabellians, as follows : We 
believe, according to the traditions of the Gospels 
and Apostles, in one God the Father — and in one 
Lord Jesus Christ his only begotten Son, who is 
God, God of God — and we believe in the Holy 
Ghost who is given to believers, &c. 

We have also the creeds of several of the Apos- 
tolic churches, all in use an indefinite time befoi^ 
the Council of Nice, 

The Creed of the Church of Jermalem is given 
by Oyrilj who was Bishop of Jerusalem, A. D. 340, 
in his catechetical discourses upon it In it the 
believer professed his faith in "One God, the 
Father Almighty -r— and in one liord Jesus Christ, 
the only begotten Sou of God, the true God, who 
was incarnate and made man — and in the Holy 
Ghost, the Comforter.^' Hext is the 

Creed of Caesarea in Palestine, in the profession 
of which Eusebius says he was baptized and cate- 
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cbised. Eusebius himself proposed ^his to the 
Council of Nice* " We believe in one God the 
Father Almighty — and in one Lord JesuS Christ 
God of God, who for our salvation was incarfiate 
and suffered — we believe also iif one Holy Spirit." 
Next we find the . ^ 

Oreed of Akxcmdria : ^^We believe in one God" 
the Father Almighty, and in Jesus Christ his Son 
our Lord, God the Word — who came down from 
heaven and was incarnate — and in the Soly 
Ghost'' It was of this Church that Anus w^ ^ 
presbyter, and in this creed he had probably been 
baptized and was ordained, and when he renounced 
his faith, he was deposed by Alexander^ his Bishop,; 
After this, the 

Oreed of Antioch : "I believe in one, only, true 
God, the Father Almighty — and in Jesus Christ 
our Lord, very God of very God — who, for our 
sakes, came and was bom of a Virgin." - 

Now here is a chain of credible writer^ extend- 
ing in time from a disciple of St John himself, down 
to those who were contemporary with t&e Council of 
Nice, and in space reaching from Lyons, in France, 
to Palestine, and embracing the churches of Car- 
thage and Egypi^ besides the creeds, aJ99^^W^ 
verhisj of four ancient Apostolical Churches, and 
the testimony of the whole is wi& Underfill accu- 
racy to the symbol adopted subsequently by the 
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representative Bishops of the church assembled in 
coaucil at Nice, A. D. 325, as that of the faith 
ouoe delivered to the saints. Nor if by any- 
strange mental obliquity the language of these 
iifritersor any of 1;Bem should seem not suflSciently 
clear, is li allowable to dispute on which side they 
fce found. The universal reception of their writings 
and themselves, at least upon these points, by the 
church Catholic, as being a part of that church and 
her faith, and their not being excommunicated as 
heretics, isr sufficient to prove the estimate put 
upon their exposition of the common faith by their 
contemporaries and followers, and to convince most 
sober men of their being Trinitarians. Indeed, if 
this doctrine were not found in the express lan- 
guage (as weU as, everywhere implied) of Holy 
Writ, it would be among the most singular of the 
phenomena unfolded to us by Anti-Nicene Chris- 
tian history, that it should be contained in those 
ancient creeds in such explicit language before a 
heretic was found to dispute it in manner and 
form as Alius subsequently did, for creeds were, 
so to speak, the measure and offspring of heresies ; 
that is, doqtrines of Holy Writ were seldom con- 
densed into creeds until the attack of some heretic 
rendered it necessary for the Church to declare 
what she had Sprays held upon the subject. 
Now can any man examine these authorities 
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after studying the scripture arguriient already 
adduced, remembering, too, that from the assem- 
bling of that great council of the Bishops of the^ 
fourth century down to the present day, thfe creed^ 
then adopted has been that of nearly all'believe|fs 
in the Christian Re vektion, and still douWL whether 
it be not the genuine faith itself, once delivered 
to the saints^ and committed as a sacred deposit 
to the preservation under God of that church which 
is the "pillar and ground of the truth?" 

What then becomes of the history of creeds so 
confidently put forth in the Report? We have 
reason to complain of me use of assertions so 
sweeping, and at the same time so unsupported as 
those of the Report which profess to give an 
historical account of the origin of these doctrines. 
They have been many times refiited, and but for 
the necessity of treating them in a review of the 
argument before us,* we might well have spared 
ourselves and our readers the trouble of wading 
through them again. The merest tyro in ecclesi- 
astical history, not to say in common sense must 
know, that such doctrines could not "have originated 
at Nicea, and if they had they could have attained 
no prevalence in our. day unless supported by 
Scripture. 

We receive the creeds only bSbause they can 
^^be proved by most certain warrant of Scripture," 
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and not at &11 as the authoritative decisions of 
fallible men like ourselves, and we refer to the 
religious writers of antiquity to show that our inter- 
pretation! of liie Scripture is no novelty, but that in 
all ages since the. Kble was written it ha3 been 
believed to be fvU of a Trimty. 
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CHAPTER VI. 

J - 

REVIEW OF ARGUMENTS AGAINST THE 

ATONEMENT. 

The next subject forced uppn us by the authors 
of " Unitarian Views," is one that we would gladly 
avoid noticing^ were it allowable for us to do sa 
We approach it with melaucholy, amounfing to 
grief that we should be obliged to write one line 
in this day and country ia fayor of the propositbn 
that ^^ Jesus Christ has come into the worid to 
save sinners." Few would anticipate frona the 
noioderation and th^' semi-orthodox air that per- 
vades a portion of this Report that it concludes 
with a denial of the Atonement ! Yet so it is. 

All our sense of guilt and iogratitui}^, all our ^ 
fears of infinite justice and wrath, all the hu^Q/ed' 
and alarmed questions that burst involuntarily from 
souls consciously und^gie by nature and lost^ ^'How 
shall a man be just with his Maker? Shall I give 
my first bom for my transgression, the fruit of my 
body for the sin of my soul ? " These and a thousand 

8 

% 
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other voices mute or expressed, find no response 
in this unsatisfying and lifeless system, and forever 
upon the wwld's ear and the brazen heavens, 
the cry of the soul is the same to its believers 
that the heathen have uttered unanswered through 
all time — with what sacrifice shall I appear before 
God? We believe that Jesus Christ came into 
the world to answer this question, and for any 
othor -mission, Moses or Elias would have been as 
' fit instruments. To deny that the death of Christ 
Was an expiatory sagrifice for the sins of men, is to 
resolve Christianiiy into a republication of natural 
religion, with a fuller historical accoulit, a better 
authenticated inspiration^ and a more*^aborate 
morality than Socrates^r Cicero have presented us 
with, and if " the glorious gospel of the blessed 
6od " be 6viy this and no more, the martyrs and 
the ministers, the Bible Societies and the Church 
have bestowed a very superfluous degree of atten- 
tion upon it. It is indeed diflScult to conceive 
by what process of reasoning a man could convince 
' himself from th^ Kble tiiat the death of Jesus 
Christ was no sacrifice for sin. 

We wonder what intense and protracted study, 

'and what, acuteriess and comprehetision of intellect 

are necessary to enable an honest and pious mind 

to divest itself of all prejudices of education and 

of home, to stifle all the wants of the creature and 
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the sinner, to confute all the arguments of cen* 
turies, to prove that Paul, and Peter, and Daniel, 
and Isaiah were but the amanuenses %f nature and 
not of the Holy Ghost, to tear off the veil from 
Jewish sacrifiees, and kear no voice behind, sayings 
^^ A body hast thou prepared me. Lo ! / come to 
do thy will, God," To behold the limpid stream 
of Christian morals flowing from the New Testa- 
ment and deny that its fountain head is the blood 
of Christ? Shall we pity the blindness of such a 
man, or envy his gigantic powar? Shall we apply 
to him the Saviour's reproachful sentence to the 
Jews when in the self-will of an unsubdued and 
carnal l^art they rejected his message of mercy, 
*^Ye will not come uhtoji!*e that you may have 
life ? " or shall we erects a monument, morQ durable 
than brass to that man who is wise enough to 
discern and refiite the errors of Holy Writ, and 
pure enough to be saved without a Saviour ? We 
wish him joy of his pre-eminence, but we would nolt 
for worlds. put our soul in his soul's stead We 
will examine his proofs, and if wa find tha(i afber 
all, they contain nothing new, nothing overwhdnh 
ing, that they have been many times adduced and 
answered, that after all he may be wrong, and the 
Christian world right, then we shall lose our astoi?- 
ishment at the vastness of his mental powers, and 
deplore that, whatever they are, they should be 
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prostituted to so dire and destruetire a woi^, as to 
attempt the overthrow of the faith of humble and 
pious believefs in that " propitiation for our sins^ 
a»d not hv ours onlj^ but £dz the sin& of the whole 
world.'' For suppose for ane momen^^ that the 
doctrine of Atonement ia truth, as the Bible 
teaches and the Church has held for near twa 
thousand yean?) that both "there is none otiier 
iiame given under heaven among men by which 
we may be saved than that of Jesus Christ/' anci 
that through &ith in his blood we receive xemissioii 
of sins, does it not appear to every reflecting mind 
that the ^^ madman who setters arrews^ fire-brands 
and death, and says, ^Am 1 not in sporty ' " is a 
most exempkiy phSasithropist compared with that 
man or that set of men who could tear from its 
hold this sheet anchor of oux hopes in the midst 
ef the storm 1 And if it be »o^ true, why should 
they attempt to shake our unsophisticated but 
harmless faith ? Is it not among the believers in 
tibis doctrine that all the schemes originate that 
are now and have been, for centuries in progress^ 
ibr the evangelization of the world? Bid. they 
Bot bear the light and liie morality of Christianity 
tiirougfa Europe and Asia^ to America, to the 
Sandwich Islands, to Borneo, to Greenland, to 
China, to the negroes of Africa, and the pagans 
ef New Holland t 
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Is any man's character made wors^ by . this 
ereed^ or his salvation endangered ? 

Shall a man love God less for believing that God 
has so loved him as to send bis "own Son to bear 
our sins in his oira body upon the tree,'\or shaft 
he hate sin less from a eontemplationr of. the mighty 
sacrifice which, in. the estimation of Jehovah, it 
demanded : will a man repent less poignantiy, or 
confess fewer sins,^ or reform his lif^ less,: who 
believes in this ? 

Why can they, not let us alone in our faith ? 
Why should they establish churches and Sunday 
schools, and publish sermons, and newspapers, and 
Conference Reports^, to prove to us and the world 
that our fitith is vain, and we are y^t in^ur sins? 
We owe no thanks to the author^ of this publican 
tion, for inconclusive as its reasoning will a^^ar, its 
influence, if it have any^ can only be to paralyze 
our motives to good, and uproot the foundiktioBS of 
our most cherished and sacred hc^eB.. 

But lest aay should say we hare misunderstood 
the meaning of this view among "Unitarian Views," 
let the Report speak in a sentence or two for itself. 
" Unitarians hold that, according to the Scriptures, 
our heavenly Father waff always placable ;. was 
always ready, willing and able, without violation of 
his law, to forgive us our sini^ on repentance and 
turning to him. That no satis&ction was ever 
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demanded or could have been made," page 57. 
Again, "This ^satisfaction' is a crude notion of such 
men as believed that God was such a being as made 
and appointed some men absolutely to damnation ; 
it is part of what they oalled ^ a pj^m of salvation.' 
It is a plan, but of thek own invention — they had 
ho word of God for it," pageOO. Again, *^ Unita- 
rians believe that salvation by our Lord's mission is 
in «11 things of God's love to his sinful creatures ; 
that Christ was not a substitution for us to bear the 
wrath of God ;. that our: sins were not imupted to 
him ; that no satisfaiction was demanded^ and that 
none was made," page 65. 

If we had been by tie side of the authors of 
these sentiments, we B&ould have said to. them, If 
yon believe all tins, gentlemen, for God's sake keep 
it to yourselves. Do not whisper it again, even 
upon the midnight winds, for it might bite like a 
serpent and[sting like an adderisome soul for whose 
salvation you would gladly peril your own ! . But 
alas! the words ar^ spoken, and the winds have 
borne them away to many ears, and we must do 
what we can to follow them over the track of their 
desolation. 

As we underetand the teaching of this publica- 
tion, it informs us thatChrist in his nature was and 
is a creature, and that his office was that of a very 
exalted and divinely inspired teacher ; " his whole 
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life, his teaching, his ex^mpte of obedience, humDityy 
and pietj'', hie^ijeliance and^FhoIel trust in God, bis 
sufferings, his 'd^ilijijiaf^ were an 

offering for us." 

That is, we suppose, these were offered to v^ for 
our instruction and imitation, for we have already 
seen that ^ no satisfactioniiXtb'Grod for our sins) 
was demanded, and nojiet was made;" so that the 
life and sufferings of Christ coui4 ^ Jiot have been 
an offering to God. ^* We : are not saved by his 
death alone," although ^' the Scriptures do dwell 
upon his death with peculiar importance as a means 
of our salvation." "His death and resurrection 
were the seals of his divine mission." (No ; his 
death could only have been*a seal or confirmation 
of his sincerity.^ •• His resurrection is dwelt upon 
by St. Peter and St Paul as if as necessary as his 
death," &c. p.' 55. In proof of these assertions 
certain texts are adduceid, which it is necessary fof 
us to examine before we proceed. We are referred 
to Rom. V, 10 : " For if when wc were enemies, we 
were reconciled to God by the death of his Son y 
much more being reconciled, we shall be saved 
by his Ufej' in proof of the statement that " it 
pleased God that we should have his teachings, 
and th^ instruction of his holy life also, as means 
to save us." By this we understand that there is 
no especial virtue, i. e. no satisfaction, offering, or 
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* •' . substitution for us in the death of Christ, but his 

- death and his life were means for our salvation, 

^' ^ " diflfering if at all, only in degree and not in kind, 

all being designed for our, instruction. 

But tiie text quoted does not mifMin this. The life 

. ^"'-spoken of is not that which Gbrist lived upon 

/ earth, but that which he now lives. .It might be 

. ' r^ paraphrased thus : " But if when we were enemies, 

- - "' we were reconciled to God by the death of his Son ; 
*'' . 

^ much more, being reconciled, we shall be saved by 

^ nJ his living again, L e. by his resurrection and 

^ ^ intercession, as being necessary for the completion 

:"of our redemption. . We'do not well see how the 

Apostle's language can be understood in any other 

sense, ' 

*5 But **His resurrection is dwelt upon by St 

Peter and St Paul as if as necessary asjhis death. 

'] Without i1^ preaching is vain and faith is vain, and 

. ; *ye are yet in your sins.'" Certainly we are, for 

' : if Christ had not risen from tiie dead, we should 

• / have lacked the final and most powerful proof of 

f his exalted mission, and the most conclusive evi- 

. " - !:!• dence that his work, whatever it was, was accepted 

-* as satisfactory by the Father. And without a 

. . minute and tedious examination of the other texts 

adduced, which treat the importance of the resur- 

^ rection of our lK)rd, it suffices to say, that the 

.. f - same remark furnishes a satisfactory explanation 






■ ^ 



UNITARIAN VIEWS. 121 

of them aU. Take but a single one of them quoted 
in part, ja^fe ^ough of it appearing to make it 
seem that the^M|i^b|^^ion was more important 
than the death orO'hn^ft '' It is Christ that died 

— yea^ rather that is risen again, who also maketh 
intercession for us." The meaning of this is detei^ 
mined by a clause at th^ beginning which the 
Committee have thopgbt proper to omit. Had it 
been quoted as Paul wrote it*^ what he meant to 
assert would have been sufficiently plain, and it is 
needless to say that it was not that which this 
Report attributes to him. ''Who is he that conr 
demneih ?" asks Paul — (who is to sit in judgment 
upon Christians) — "it is Christ that died, yea 
rather — (for our consolation's sake in the judg- 
ment) — who is risen — at the right hand of God 

— and maketh intercession for us. " The resur- 
rection of Christ is indeed dwelt upon as the great 
" seal of his divine mission," and to the Apostles 
it must have seemed of peculiar importance. His 
followers had been stunned, and bewildered, and 
scattered by his death. That he was really dead, 
did not admit of a doubt. He hung for hours 
upon the cross. The officers were so well satisfied 
of his death that " they brake not his legs." A 
wound, mortal (as most think it) to a living man, 
was made by a spear, in his side. His body was 
carefully prepared for the tomb, and lay secure^ 

11 
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with watch, and stone, and seal, until the third day. 
Suddenly all are astonished by the report that he 
had risen again. Rumor follows upon rumor until 
the evidence of their own senses renders it impossi- 
ble for his dispersed and disheartened followers to 
doubt that God had recognized and accepted hiin, 
and that they could fight with safety and the full 
assurance of victory, under his banner. Can we 
fail to expect that this joyful confirmation of thieir 
faith should be thereafter dwelt upon forevermore 
as the most consolatory and delightful event oi 
their lives, and should occupy, in their estimation, 
as it must in ours, the chief place amongst all the 
wonderful and glorious things that he had done ? 
As a proof, therefore, of his divine mission, his 
resurrection was all important, for without it, we 
could have had no assurance that his death was an 
expiation for our sins, but it would be strangely 
inconsistent to attribute the same benefits to the 
evidence of atonement that belong to the atone- 
ment itself In the text already noticed, we are 
already " reconciled by his death " before we are 
^ saved by his (subsequent) life." 

The ffuili of sin is taken away by his blood, but 
its stain and power are removed by his Spirit, 
purchased by his blood, and secured by his inter- 
cession, as it is written, " He ever liveth to make 
intercession for us," and both of these — both 
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pardon and sanctification — are essential before we 
can be "saved." 

In order to establish the main point of this 
section of the Report, we are next met with sortie 
remarks upon the nature and ejffeot of the Jewish 
sacrifices, as follows: 

" No sacrifice of the Old Testament was made 
to procure pardon of itself, unless it were only of a 
ritual offense. An oblation could not change God. 
It could not make any compensation, or any benefit 
to him, or in any possible sense, be of any value 
to him." (Is not this equally an argument 
against prayer?) "Let us not mistake the 
meaning of sacrifice ; surely no one can believe 
that the smoke of incense of the old ceremonial 
could in itself affeet the God of heaven. '*In 
burnt offerings and sacrifices for sin thou hast had 
no pleasure.' " pp. 58, 59. 

We must express our astonishment again at 
such, a use of Scripture. If this comment upon 
ancient sacrifices means anyi;hing, it is adduced for 
this purpose ; that as no sacrifice of the Old Testa- 
ment was made to procure pardon of itself — so 
the sacrifice of Christ was not made to procure 
pardon, and to prove this a single verse is quoted 
from the very chapter, Heb. x, in which Paul is 
proving — or his words have no meaning — that 
because of the inefficiency of the Jewish sacrifices 
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to take away sin, we know that these were emble- 
matic^ of the great sacrifice which could remove 
sin! But let the Apostle speak for himself, for 
this is one of the strongest proof texts for the 
atonement in the whole Bible, and it may not be 
amiss to introduce it here. "And as it is appointed 
unto men once to die, but after this the judgment ; 
so Christ was once offered to bear the sins of many ; 
and unto them that look for him shall he appear 
the second time without sin unto salvation. For 
the law HAVING a shadow of good things to come, 
and not the very image of the things, can never 
with those sacrifices which they offer year by year 
continually, make the comers thereunto perfect 
For then would they not have ceased to be offered? 
because that the worshipers once purged, should 
have had no more conscience of sins. (What is 
this but the implication that the worshipers of 
Christ being once purged by his sacrifice, have no 
more consience of sins?) But in those sacrifices, 
there is a remembrance again made of sins every 
year. For it is not possible that the blood of bulls 
and of goats should take away sins. Wherefore, 
when he cometh into the world, he saith. Sacrifice 
and offering thou wouldst not, but a body hast 
THOU PREPARED ME: (Can this body be for any pur- 
pose but the real sacrifice of which the others were 
the ^ shadows ?') In burnt-offerings and sacrifices 
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for sin thou hast had no pleasure. (That is -^ for 
this is a quotation by Paul from one of David's 
Psalms — the Jewish burnt-oflferings and sacrifices 
were typical and inefficient.) Then said I, Lo^I 
come to do thy will, God. ... By the which will, 
we are sanctified through the offering of the body 
of Jesus Christ once for all." — Heb. ix, x. 

Now, is it not obvious that the very text which 
the Committee quote to prove that Christ's death 
was not an expiatory sacrifice, was written by Paul 
to prove that it was ? 

But let us revert to the assertion that ^^no 
sacrifice of the Old Testament was made to pro- 
cwr^ pardon of itself, unless it were only of a ritual 
offense," etc. Pray, what "ritual offense" was 
atoned for by the sacrifices of Abel, of Noah, of 
Abraham and of Job, all offered before the Jewish 
ritual was established? But Who ever asserted 
that sacrifices did promise pardon of other than of 
" ritual" offenses ? If they really expiated sins, there 
would have been no conceivable use of the sacri- 
fice of Christ 5 and it was because they could not, 
as the Apostle argues, that " a body was prepared 
him." But one most important purpose they 
seiTed, besides those which are enumerated in the 
Report, viz: to "remind him (the offerer) and 
others of the wickedness of transgression, of the 
necessity of obedience, and of the forgiving power 
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and mercy of God." They pointed his faith and 
his hope to that great sacrifice, which could assure 
him not only that he had sinned, but that '^ with- 
out shedding of blood was no remission of sins." 
Jhe use of the word "shadows," by St. Paul, 
would alone abundantly demonstrate this use of 
the Jewish sacrifices; but we shall have occasion 
to refer to them again. 

" There is no such statement,' ' continues the 
Report, page 59, " as that God was reconciled to 
man by the death pf Christ." "We reject the 
doctrine that God was reconciled to us, or that a 
satisfaction was made." "God was not reconciled 
to men by the oblations of the altar, but men Were 
reconciled to God .by returning to him," &a — ^pp. 
59, 61. There can, indeed, be no doubt that men 
required to be reconciled to God, being " dienated 
in their minds through wicked works," but it is an 
entire mistake to say that God did not also require 
to be reconciled to them, before peace could be 
made between heaven and earth. The state-r 
ments of tlje Report admit this, even while it is 
asserted that we have no Scripture-warrant for 
the fact 

"As our Maker, he loved us and made it (mr law 
to repent of this sin and forsake it; "and he made 
it M% law that on repentance and returning to him, 
he would forgive. He never said he wanted any 
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other reconciliation to us but this." — p. 63. We 
will again take the very text with which Ihe Com- 
mittee have sought to establish this proposition, ta 
prove the opposite: 

"And all things are of God, who hath reconcUe^ 
us to himself by Jesus Christ, and hath given to 
us the ministry of reconciliation, to wit : that God 
was in Christ, not imputing their trespasses unto 
them; and hath committed unto us the word of 

reconciliation. Now then we pray you in 

Christ's stead, be ye recowled to God,*' &c.-r- 
2 Cor. V, 18-21. 

Can any candid man read this text and not see 
that it means God's anger is laid aside, through 
Christ, and now we beseech you to give up your 
hostility to him? The very word reconciliation 
implies a difference, or alienation, though not 
necessarily an offense, of both parties. Its use 
in Matt, v, 23, 24, is final as to its api^icability 
to God's disposition towards us as well as to ours 
towards him. "If thou bring thy gift to the altar, 
and there remember that thy brotheic hath aught 
against thee, — first be reconciled to thy brother, 
and then come and offer thy gift." When, there- 
fore, we are urged to "be reconciled to God," it is 
by no means mconsistent with the belief that God 
as well as man is an offended party. Another text 
referred to but not quoted in the Report, is anoiher 
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conclusive argument against the entire position. 
**The Scripture says, we were reconciled to God, 
Rom. V, 10." — page 62. Who would ever have 
imagined that reference could have been made 
herein to the following inspired language to prove 
that God was not hostile to man, did not need to 
be reconciled, and required only repentance and 
returning of us, viz., "Much more then, being now 
justified by his blood, we shall be saved from wrath 
through him. For if when we were enemies we 
were reconciled to Ged through the death of his 
Son,"&c. We are justified— accounted just or 
innocent — "by his blood, sa/oedfrom wrath through 
him," and yet, say the Committee, the only recon-- 
ciliatioii necessary, with or without Christ, was that 
we should lay aside our hostility against Gt)d. We 
may safely leave this text without further comment 
to vindicate its own teaching. "Christ," says the 
apostle, "hath redeemed us from the curse of the 
law — being made a curse for us." Can it be 
doubted here, for one moment, that but for Christ 
man would be accursed of God? But take another 
which we adduce to show that sacrifices were not 
mere dramatic representations, but that they were 
oflfered for real sins, (not merely for "ritual 
offenses,") and to appease the anger of God, in 
other words to reconcile him to men. "And it 
was so that after the Lord had spoken these words 
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unto Job, the Lord said to Eliphaz the Temanite, 
My wrath is kindled against thee, and against thy 
two friends; for ye have not spoken of me the 
thing that is right as my servapt Job hath. There- 
fore take unto you now seven bullocks, and seven 
rams, and go to my servant Job, and offer up for 
yourselves a burnt offering; and my servant Job 
shall pray for you, for him will I accept : lest I deal 
with you after your folly, in that ye have not spoken 
of me the thing that is right, like my servant Job," 
Job xlii, 7, 8. The Committee should have learned 
by this time that a universal negative is the hardest 
of all propositions to prove^ and we trust they will 
weigh their language with greater caution before 
they again venture to assert that no " sacrifice o{ 
the Old Testament was made to procure pardon, in 
itself, unless it were only of a ritual offense," or 
that " there is no such statement as that (rod was 
reconciled to man by the death of Christ" The 
blood of bulls and of goats could not. indeed take 
away sin, but it was nevertheless oJBfered for sin as 
a "shadaw" or "type" of that blood which could 
take it away, and as such with reflected virtue, 
it appeased the wrath of God against the trans- 
gressor. 
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CHAPTER VIL 

AN ATONEMENT DEMANDED BOTH BY THE 
GUILT OF MAN AND THE HOLINESS 

OF GOD. 

Upon the sixty-third page we find another instance 
of the confoundiqg of Calvinism, as it is termed, 
with Trinitarianism similar to one already alluded 
to in another part of this Review: "We rejeet the 
doctrine that Adam's transgression was imputed to 
us, and we were guilty of it. . . . The artificial 
notion that we could sin by another, before we had 
an existence is merely absurd." 

The Committee cannot be so well informed, as 
the public have a right to expect from religious 
teachers, or they would not thus quietly assume 
that all who believe in a Trinity believe also in, the 
imputation of Adam*s sin to his posterity. Trini- 
tarians have ever been and probably forever will be 
ranged on both sides of this dogma, nor so far as 
we are aware, has any one thought that his belief 
in the divinity of Christ and the atonement has 
been impugned by his being termed either a 
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Cidvinist or an Arminian. It was one of the 
chief points at issue between the Jesuits and the 
Jansenists, among the adherents of Rome. The 
Church of Geneva, of Scotland, of Princeton, and 
of Andover, affirm it. The Church of England, 
the Episcopal Church in this country, and, we 
believe, the Baptist Church, leave it an open 
question, so far at least that their ministers 
and members hold either view at their option. 
And the Methodist Church, both in England and 
America, is distinctively Arminian. Yet all these 
hold to a Trinity as the pole star of their faith. 

We can scarcely be surprised, however, at this 
refutation of the error into which the Committee 
have run, when we recollect that it is a favorite 
method of the opposers of evangelical religion who 
are found among nominal Trinitarians themselves^ 
to assume in their attacks that the "doctrines of 
grace," as some call them, are identical with 
evangelic truth, so that to controvert the one is to 
make war upon the other also. 

But we are by no means willing to admit that 
the great doctrine, with which this of the imputa- 
tion of Adam's sin seems in the succeeding remarks 
to be confounded is alike matter of indifference 
among the worshipers of a Trinity. 

In denying that our race fell from its pristine 
purity in Adam, if not as its representative and 
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^ ^ federal head, at all events, as its father and natural 

I progenitor, and that all we are born the inheritors 

} ** '• from our first parent, of a nature, marred and * 
^ disfigured, and corrupt through sin, just as we 7«^ 

5 /• inherit from Adam two hands or two feet, the 
Report attacks not the believers in election and 
predestination only, but the faith of the whole 
Universal Church of God. We again quote from ^ 
the Report itself: ■ 

" God made us as we are, imperfect and liable''"" ;; 
to sin Now Unitarians do not believe that - 

5 N^> God has made man without any good in him, * 
wholly inclined to all evil. They do not believe ' ■> 
that he comes into the world liable to any punish- ,*• 
ment, as he has committed no sin." This last sen- 

- ^,,. tence is an erroneous inference, though, doubtless, - 
an honest one, from a passage which the Commit- 
tee had just quoted from an article of the Church ""- 
of England, as follows: "Original sin . . . is the-^"* 

* fault and corruption of the nature of every man ... • 

whereby man is very far gone from original right- T], 

,.^ eousness . . . and, therefore, in every person born ' i 

into this world it (e. e. original sin) deserveth God's ^ ^ 

:^ wrath and damnation." It will be seen that the 

grammatical antecedent of this last clause (which .' 

']j alone the Committee have quoted) is " Original .' 

i Sin," and the article does not say, therefore, that ., 

the subjects of this corruption of nature at their 

■ ^ , . • -' ; 
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birth deserve (much less *^ are liable to ") punish- 
ment. The intention of the framers of the article 
seems rather to have been to show, in the language 
of St. Paul, '^ Original Sin" to be " exceeding sin- 
ful," by asserting that it was repugnant to the 
holiness of God and deserved his wrath. But to 
proceed with our extracts from the Report: 

" He (man) is capable from his nature of obedi- 
ence by God's grace." (Were we disposed for 
verbal criticism, we might pause a moment to 
inquire what is the meaning of "capable from 
nature by God's grace?" but we will take for 
granted that the signification intended was "the 
nature which we have received by or through God's 
grace makes us capable of obedience.") "Else 
to address the commandment to him would be 
vain ; and to punish him for disobedience would be 
unjust." This is the first intimation that we have 
seen throughout the whole of "Unitarian Views," 
that men are to be punished for disobedience, and 
although we hail it as a symptom of decided "pro- 
gress," yet we confess we do not quite see how it 
is to be rendered consistent with all that we have 
read about God needing no reconciliation to man. 
But if, indeed, man be " capable from his nature 
of obedience " to the divine law, it is a most impor- 
tant fact, and would go far to shake our faith in 
the atonement. We have not so read the Bible. 
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That holy book teaches that '^ God made men up- 
right, btit they have sought out many inventions," 
i. €. many wicked inventions, for they are contrasted 
with the upright character in which man (Adam) 
was created. The fifth chapter of Romans is very 
clear upon this subject: "Wherefore as by one 
man sin entered into the world, and death by sin ; 
and so death passed upon all men, for that all have 
sinned. . . . For the judgment was by one to con- 
demnation. . . . For if by one man^s offense death 
reigned by one. . . . Therefore as by the offense of 
one, judgment came upon all men to condemna- 
tion. . . . For as by one man's disobedience many 
(ot ftoxxoft, the many,) were made sinners."— Kom. 
V, 12-16, 17, 18, 19. 

*^The heart is deceitful above all things and 
desperately wicked." " There is not a just man 
on earth who doeth good and sinneth not" "The 
flesh lusteth against the Spirit, and the Spirit 
against the flesh, and these are contrary the one 
to the other so that ye cannot do the things that ye 
woM.^^ "iVb man can come unto me except the 
Father who hath sent me draw him." " If we say 
that we have no sin we deceive ourselves and the 
truth is not in us." 

Such are the teachings of the word of God upon 
this subject, and if these texts, and many more of 
like import, do not reveal that human nature, since 
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the transgression of Adam, is corrupt and unable, r 
without divine" aid, to render the "obedience 
ascribed to it by * IJnita:rian Views," it is difficult f { 
to conceive how th^se doctrines could be set forth ^ 
in such language that a meaning directly the oppo- . . "f 
site to the one intended should not be drawn from / * ^ 
it But we are informed, if man, from his nature, " > 
be not ^ capable of obedience," to *' address the V 
commandments to him would be vain, and to pun- 
ish him for disobedience, unjust." So abstractly 
speaking it would^nd here lies the importance of ^, "^ 
the very doctrine against which this Report is ' * > 
arguing — the atonement. That no man can obey y* / 
the divine law in a manner satisfactory to the tL^ i 
Great Lawgiver, is clearly announced in the texts , ^ 
we have just quoted ; and we do not wonder that 
the Committee are then met by a difficulty that 
upon their scheme is wholly insurmountable. They J.^ J' 
had already denied the Divinity of Christ, and of ?. £ 
course his atonement. The denial of human 
depravity must follow as a simple necessity, no 
matter how dear are the teachings of the Bible to 
the contrary. For they were driven to this alterna- 
tive ; they must either deny that God was just, 
that the Bible itself was from him, or that it con- 
tained the doctrine of human depravity. The 
decision was sufficiently facile for those who had 
already declared their inability to discover, in Holy 

. ■ - ■ ; .1... * •» . ,^ ' , . ..^. ...'._ 









^ 1 






_ -"^ 



*- 



136 A REVIEW OF 

Scripture, that Christ, '' is the true God and eterujJ * 
life," or that he has " borne our sins in his own 
body on the tree." Original sin must be given . * 
up. Man is " capable of his own nature of obedi- ".j^ 
ence'** to God's laws. Otherwise law and its sano- ^ 
tions are tyranny. But admit for a moment the 
truth of an atonement, and we find ourselves at 
once extricated from this horrible dilemma. "Pay 
this debt," exclaims the law, "to the uttermost ^ 
•farthing." "I cannot," replies the delinquent;, 
"through the circumstances in which I was (provr- 
dentially) born, I am a bankrupt." " Then," says 
the Lawgiver, " I provide thee with a surety ^ a raw- 
5om, a redeem — er. Now, pay thy debt." But 
the Committee, prepared to deny that Christ is a 
Redeemer, must also deny {in the very face of 
Scripture) that there is any ruinous debt Man 
is abundantly able, " mthout the Father draw him," 
" from his nature, of obedience," and therefore he 
needs no atonement. Such is the revelation of 
this "Report," a statement we venture to pro- 
nounce, in the most unqualified language, directly 
and thoroughly opposed to every one of the 

■A 

inspired writers who has written upon the subject 
The next sentence from the Report we give entire, 
as from the boldness and confidence of its language, 
we suppose peculiar importance is attached to it, 
and we are by no means disposed to shrink from a 
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review of any assertion which we deem inconsistent 
with the truth. ' • . 

"To make a being with a nature wholly inclined 
to evil, and when he commits evil (which of course 
he must do with such a nature) to demand ar*teatts- 
fnction over and beyond his sincere repentance and 
forsaking of sin, is to do what would certainly not 
consist with man's mercy . . ■. how shall we permit 
anything written by men to make us ascribe such 
to the mercy of the Most High ? " No one ha&^ 
ever said that God made man "with a nature 
wholly inclined to evil." We do not even believe 
with this Committee that "God made us as we. 
nre, imperfect and liable to sin." We think either 
of these opinions impugns the holiness of God, of 
that great and pure Creator, who when reviewing 
the works of his hands pronounced them "good," 
but when he had made man "in his own image 
and likeness," (not "as he is, imperfect and liable 
to sin,") pronounced him "very good." We 
believe that "God made man upright" — that man 
fell into sin, and thus corrupted his posterity, who 
inherited pin from Adam just as they would have 
inherited scrofula — that while God's holiness could 
brook no intercourse with this polluted Kice, and 
his justice must condemn them to hell for their 
crimes, his love prompted him to give "his only 
begotten Son that whosoever believeth in him 

12 
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might not perish,^ but might have everlasting 
life" — ''that man's probation now is not like 
Adam's, whether he will standy hut it is whether, as 
a being already fallen, he will me - — and finally 
that those who obstinatelyjrefuse mercy and holinesa 
will peiish. ^^ But it " would not consist," say the 
Committee, ," with our notions of man's mercy — 
how then shaft we impute such (such what ? ) to 
the mercy of the Most High ? " Suppose we 
change the venue then and bring the case before 
the jvstiee of the Most High. Most of the errors 
of this class arise from ignoring the justice of 
,God, and making him the- parental, only, and not 
also, the judicial governor of the world. It cannot 
indeed, be disputed that God does bestow upon us 
the bounties and the consideration that belong to 
the parental relation, and, in this point of view, he 
is repeatedly termed our " Heavenly Father " in 
the Bible, and a parent's tenderness and love are 
often ascribed to him. But is it wise, therefore, 
or rational to close our eyes to the fact that God 
is quite as often exhibited as a Judge, and will a 
Judge pardon merely upon our sincere repentance 
and forsaking of the crime for which wo are tried ? 
Was it not contained even in one of the ten laws 
given for all mankind upon. Sinai: "I, the Lord 
thy God, am a jealous God, and visit the sins of 
the fathers upon the children unto the third and 
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fourth generations?" Is not this law, and does not 
its ministration imply- a Judge and punishment? 
Does not the New Testament constantly speak of 
Christ's comjng again to judge thg earth ? Let us 
not then endanger our hopes of etemU life by fixing 
^ur attention too exclusively upon the divine mercy* 
That mercy has shown iUdf once for a^, in Ihe 
atonement of ihe Son of Godtvho ^' was onee offered 
to hear the sins of many. ^^ 

' Gted has now (if we may so speak) shut up 
himself to this mode of forgiving men through 
the merits of Christ, and out of Christ God has no 
mercy. God, " the Judge of all the earth" himself 
provides the ransom for our forfeit souls, and woe 
he to tbfe wretch who refiises to avail himself of it 
A ^* sincere repeutance, and forsaking of sin" will 
do sometimes (not always) between a child and its 
parent, but it will not do at all between a criiiiinal 
and the Judge. "He hath appointed a day m 
which he will judge the world by that man whom 
he hath ordained." Let any one read Eev. xx, 
11-15, and see if we have not to deal with a Judge 
jis well as a Father, and then see if he cannot find 
a fitter plea to present to*^ the la§t dread tribunal 
than repentance and reformation* We may appeal 
fearlessly to the Committee ' themselves, and ask 
them if there be a judge on earth who pardons all 
criminals who repent and reform? 
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The reasons why, under human governments^ 
this cannot be, based upon the supremacy of the 
law — nay, upon human nature itself — are per- 
fectly satisfactory to every reflecting mind; yet, 
although without question, God is revealed as the 
Judge of men and human actions, in his court 
alone, we are not to be treated as mm^ free and 
responsible for crime, but as if we were dumb 
beasts, which need to be disciplined only, and are 
not fit subjects for judicial punishment, because 
their crimes and inferiority can form no precedent 
for others, or weaken their respect for law and 
duty ! It needs not that we should pause here to 
show that man cannot repent and reform, save 
through the atonement of Jesus Christ. This fol- 

* 

lows from the texts already quoted, in which man's 
depravity and inability\ire written with a sunbeam. 
But we desire to call attention to the numerous 
instances in which "faith" is spoken of in the 
Bible as a prerequisite to pardon : " He that be- 
lieveth on the Son hath everlasting life. He that 
belieyeth not the Son shall not see life, but the 
wrath of God abideth on him." God, then, is 
estranged from man, who, by sin, is the object of his 
^ wrath ;" and if man " believe" not in Christ, this 
wrath " abideth on him." Here, surely, faith is 
required, "over and beyond sincere repentance and 
forsaking of sin," and faith necessarily implies, as 
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it is used in the Bible, an atonement "Being 
justified by faith, we have peace with God through 
our Lord Jesus Christ/' — ^Rom. v, 1 — not being 
justified by repentance and amendment. These, 
indeed, are required, but it is also required that 
we should renounce our trust in them, by receiving, 
through faith, a free pardon as sinnete whose pun- 
ishment has been borne for us. " Knowing that a 
man is not justified by the works of the law, but 
by the faith of Jesus Christ, even we have belived 
in Jesus Christ, that we might be justified by the 
faith of Christ, and not by the works of the law: 
for by the works of the law shall no flesh be justi- 
fied."— Gal. ii, 16. 

Such texts as these, which abound in the Bible, 
prove to a complete demonstration, that God did 
not " make it our law (only) to repent of sin and 
forsake it," nor "make it Ma law that on repentance 
and turning to him (only) he would forgive."^-^ 
page 63. 

God's law everywhere demands " faith " as well 
as repentance and forsaking sin; that *^^ as Moses 
lifted up the serpejit in the wilderness, even so 
was the Son of Man lifted up, that whoso believeth 
in him might not perish but have everlasting life." 
The word "justified," in the texts above quotad 
from Galatians and Romans, and in many other 
texts, is strictly a judicial word, descriptive of the 
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system adopted by a judge in dealing with a crimi- 
nal, imposing upon him such terms of forgiveness 
as he may, consistently with the behesta of justice, 
and the terms God oflfers to man are the relying 
npon the sacrifice of Christ as a substitute for our 
own death, for "without the shedding of bhod^'* not 
merely without. repentance and amendment, ''is no 
remission of sins^ These dispositions, upon which 
80 much stress is laid in the Report, are indeed 
always required, and sometimes are mentioned 
alone, and so are other terms, as in such texts as 
^ if we confess our sins, God is faithful and just to 
forgive us our sins," &c., where confession alone is 
required, and not repentance and reformation, but 
where, at different times and places, several pre- 
requisites to pardon are demanded, as repentance, 
confession, faith, love, holiness, is it not obvious 
that all these are required by our judge? Then 
we have only to assign them their proper position 
as antecedents and consequents, causes and effects, 
and we pronounce, and not we alone, but the word 
of God pronounces faith in the atoning blood of 
our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ to be the ante- 
cedent and cause of all the test, so " that whatso- 
ever is not of faith is of sin," and, therefore, we 
are "justified by faith and have peace with God 
through our Lord Jesus Christ." 



/. 
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CHAPTER VIIL 

CHRIST A SUBSTITUTION FOR US. 

We come now, in the lasfr place, to a considera- 
tion of the atonement itself as a doctrine of the 
Bible, and, as before, we insert the entire passage 
of the Report, in which it is denied, not only that 
we may not be accused of perversion or miscon- 
struction, but that the Committee may have the 
full benefit of their strongest statements. For 
ours is a system which needs not to fear the light. 
It has had too many antagonists during the past 
centuries, and rests too firmly upon the rock of 
ages to require it. to shrink from any investigation : 

" TJnitarians believe that salvation by our Lord's 
mission is in all things of God's love to his sinful 
creatures : that Christ was not a substitution for us 
to bear the wrath of God : tha* our sins were not 
imputed to him : that no satisfaction was demanded 
and none was made. Some of them believe that 
whatever is said of sacrifice in reference to the 
death of Christ is merely figurative, so far as the 
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similitude to the Jewish oblations is indicated r 
while others (among whom is the writer of this 
Report) believe that there was a real expiation i» 
love to us: not to afifect God, but in his wise and 
incomprehensible providence to accomplish our 
salvation." — page 65. 

" The writer of this Report," here distinguisheC. 
himself even from the other two members of the 
Committee, — and here is the ground of the inquiry 
made near the commencement of our Review, — 
whether even these three Unitarians, leaving out 
all the rest of their brethren on this side the 
Atlantic and the other, were unanimous in th^ 
"Views" thus given to the puljlic?- And wtefc fa 
the subject of difference between them, — a differ- - 
ence, perhaps, extending to the Committee ^yhoee 
joint work this document purports to be? It is 
not a question of church government or tUf/i^ « 
merely, but it is no less than the vital que^i^' 
whether "a teal expiation" has ever beeUioS^iigd 
for the sins of men, upon which they cannot agrees 
whether all that is said of Christ's death being a 
sacrifice is figtoative or literal: whether we have a 
Saviour or not. Yet, they are nrtteh *offijn«ted -if 
we will not denominate them a Aurch, — a church 
of Christ, — and tKey have no confidence in the 
creeds -of men. Even ^^the writer of this Report," 
who believes in " a red^expiation," does not think 



UNHAEIAN VIEWS. * 145 

it was intended '' to affect God," though he reads 
in his Bible that ^^Qod is angiy with the wicked 
every day." He believes in an ** expiation" that 
has its beginning, middle and end in man, — ^ a 
real expiation," that has no reference to guUt or 
l^unisfament. Expiation, according to Webster, 
means ^^ the act of atoning for a cn^e; the act of 
faking satis&ction for an offense; atonement, 
satisfaction;" yet our author believes in ^a real 
expiation," but ^that no satisfaction was demanded 
and none was made." K in Christ's death was 
made ^'a real expiation," it must have been an 
-aj K iytion pi ^ satis&ction" for real (judicial) guilt, 
olfered to that l^S^^ under whose judicial gov- 
' emment the guilt was incurred. It must also be 
8ome4j);ang '^ over and beyond sincere repentance 
and for^iJdng of sin," something bearing a much 
' (dc^ ^^ similitude to the Jewish oblations" than 
\. ^Ulmtar^pii Views" have all along admitted to be 
jf^gaUe. ^\ The writer of this Repoft" has here 
made an admission that crumbles his whole theory 
to atoms. And we thank God, for his soul's sake, 
tiiat he has made it; and thougl^he pronounces 
its effect apon" man's salvation ^incomprehensible," 
we can tell him that it is very con^)rehensib^e to 
all whom the Spirit of ^:^Jj»& loade to feel in 
their own souls that ^^ sin is^pe abominable thing 
that God hateth," — Jer. xliv, 4, Bnd that the 

13 ' 
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" anger of God burns to the lowest hell," — Deut. 
xxxii, 22, against it and is not quenched but in 
the atoning blood of Christ But although we 
confess ourselves entirely unable to reconcile this 
concession of ^'the writer" with the statement in 
the same extract that "Christ's death was not a 
substitution for us; that no satisfaction was de- 
manded,- and none was made," we will turn Oi|r 
attention to this statement as an article in the 
Unitarian creed. We have alriaadv treated it so 
far as was necessary to show the relation subsisting 
between the Jewish sacrifices and that of Christ, 
and we refer to the entire Epistle to the Hebrews, 
any who have still doubts upon tha* point. -Paul 
wrote that Epistle, as its title purports, to the ' 
Jews, to show them that their ritual sysfeim was 
abolished, and their typical oflferings realized in 
*^ the offering of tMe body of Christ once for All/' • 
and henceforth no priest or sacrifice was niecessaty • 
to remind Jews or Gentiles of the expiation that 
our sins demanded. 

It will perhaps be acknowledged that faith in 
13hrist is everywhere required in the New Testa- 
ment at least "He that believeth and is baptized 
shall be saved; he that believeth not shall be 
damned," stands at the door of the Church of 
Christ €^ the condition of entrance to every sinner. 
" See here is water," said the Eunuch to Philip ; "what 
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doth hinder me from being baptized ? " "If thou be- 
lievest, thou may est" "I believe that Jesus Christ 
is the Son of God," and straightway hebaptized him. 
Now this faith that is requisite to the salvation 
of man, cannot be belief in the life of Christ as an 
example, for the lowest angel in heawn, absolutely 
free from sin would have done as well, and there 
were no need for the being next to God leaving 
his exalted position and taking the body of a man 
merely to set us a good example. So far as we are 
acquainted with his history, faith in Enoch wou^d 
hav^ done as well as faith in Christ, if his morality 
had-bgen^ualL in which we were to believe, and 
the uicarBati(Mi itself would have been a useless 
maciunery. Neither could this mean faith in the 
death Hof Christ considered merely as a martyrdom, 
for many of the noble army of martyrs rivaled 
or even excelled their Lord in?the steadiness with 
which they confronted death. No military or naval 
hero ever met death with more calmness and self- 
possession than did .the proto-martyr St Stephen. 
Not a fear or a doubt seems to have disturbed 
his serenity, nor did any pangs of death extort 
from him a groan. No earnest petition to heaven, 
*'If it be possible let this cup pass from me," sought 
to avert the catastrophe; and no exclamation of 
agony, "My God, why hast thou forsal^en me," 
marked the successful onset of the foe at the la^t 
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conflict Yet ure are not called upon to believe 
in Stephen, but *^we have redemption through Ms 
blood, even the forgiveness of our sins.'' — Ep. i, 7* 

Christ was indeed both a martyr and an example, 
but he was more also, for even his herald announced 
him as "the Lamb of God that taketh away the sins 
of the world," and in the triumphant song of the 
elders and angels in the book of Revelation, he 
is adored as the " Lamb that was sldn^'* and had 
redeemed them by his blood from every nation, 
aad kindred, and tongue, and people. Here is 
certainly a very striking *^ similitude to the Jewish 
oblation,'* and if it be merely figurative, and not 
as "the writer of this Report" professes as his own 
faith "a real expiation," it is difficult to ascertain 
upon what similarity the comparison is based. 

The doctrine of the death of Christ being "a 
substitution" for the death of sinning men is the 
foundation stone of the Christian -religion. If the 
Scriptures do not teach this they teach nothing. 
Take a concordance, and look out the various texts 
enumerated under the words, "death," "blood," 
"sacrifice," "offering," "faith," "redeem," &c., and 
if they do not without one word of comment, reveal 
that atonement which the Christian Church has all 
along held as the dearest article of her faith, then 
we have no more to say. The minds of the writer 
and readers of this review are formed in such 
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different moulds and of such different materials 
that to come to^iie same understanding in reference 
to any one truth in the universe, will be an utter 
impossibility. Lest the reader should not have 
access to a Concordance of the Bible, we will find 
for him a few of these passages ourselves. 

Christ is the "Lamb of God that taketh away 
the sins of the world." "His blood was shed for 
many for the remission of sins.^^ (Is not that to 
affect God ?) He f^ was once offered to bear the 
sins of many." He "bore the curse of the l^jr, 
being made a curse for us." He "bore our sins 
in his own body upon the "tree." He "was 
delivered for our offenses." "In him we have 
redemption through his blood— -even the forgiveness 
of our sins." He " appeared once to put away sin 
by the sacrifice of himself" He " is the propitiar 
tion for our sins, and not for ours only, but for the 
sins of the whole world." "Except ye eat the 
flesh, and drink the blood of the Son of "Man, ye 
have no life in you." "Whoso eateth my flesh and 
drinketh my blood hath eternal life." "Elect 
unto obedience and sprinkling of the blood of 
Christ." "The blood of Jesus Christ cleanseth ua. 
from all sin." We might pursue the enumeration 
of such passages indefinitely, and we quite agree 
with " the writer of this Report," that they look 
very much like a " real expiation," in opposition 
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to those of his confreres who deny that any satisfao^ 
tion was demanded, and that any #as made. One 
more text is too important in this connection to 
be overlooked, as it frequently is, in an inves* 
ligation of this subject. In it St. Paul seems to 
have resolved by ah illustration, to remove every 
possibility of doubt and cavil as to whether the 
sacrifice of Jesus Christ was ^* a substitution " for 
us or not. "For when we were yet without 
strength, in due time Christ died for the ungodly. 
For scarcely for a righteous man will one die : yet 
peradventure for a good man some would even 
dare to die. But God commended his love toward 
us in that while we were yet sinners, Christ died 
pt us." — Rom. V, 6, 8. " For scarcely for a 
righteous man — (a just and honest man) — will 
one die; yet peradventure for a good man — (a 
benevolent man, a benefactor) — some would even 
dare to die." That is instead of a benefactor or 
friend, as Damon being willing to die for Pythias, 
or Pythias for Damon ; " but while we were yet 
sinners, Christ died for (instead of) us." (How 
much greater then the love of God.) Such is the 
argument of the Apostle, and it is conclusive. 
Just as a friend will die as a " substitute" to 
save his fit6nd from death, a husband for his wife, 
a mother instead of her child, so Christ died " while 
we were yet sinners " a substitute " to save us. 
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We have now prq3ented quite as fully as was 
necessary to ftieet tbe arguments of " Unitarian 
Views " the positive proofs from flie Bible of the 
doctrine of atonement. The moral argument still 
remains untouched,:nor is it requisite that we should 
open it. If a doctrine be once substantiated from 
the Scriptures, we- must either receive it as an 
article of odr faith or renounce the BiWe. There 
is no alternative course to pursue, and it is better 
a thousand times to give up the Bible as a divine 
revelation, than, however sincerely, to pervert its 
most sacred and obvious meaning, (the Christhn 
world being the judge) and to deny its most funda* 
mental doctrines. 

We confess ourselves still under the influence 
of the prejudices of an early education upon this '. 
subject. We plead guilty to the acquisition of our 
present sentiments amidst domestic endearments 
of our childhood's home, and under the wholesome 
instructions of a worthy man of God, and a Sun- 
day School teacher, whose fathers had trained 
them in the same belief that we have humbly and 
feebly advocated. Nor are we deterred from this 
acknowledgment by the closing sentences of "Uni- 
tarian Views," which ascribe, with much confidence, 
the monopoly of all true bravery to thoflse who have 
succeeded in divesting themselves of such childish 
trammels and dreams. Hear the language, and 
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admire the calm superiority to men of human 
mould, with the self-possession that Cato himself 

might have envied, that shine forth in the modest 

assumption of all moral heroism, with which the 

Committee, or perhaps "the writer of this Report," 

concludes his extermination of " the creeds of men : " 

" To pause about what we have heard in the 
prayers of, our fathers and mothers, 9^ms almost 
like disrespect; and it requires heroism to search 
if it be true. ^ It takes strength to unfetter the 
reason and strike for truth only; but this is an age of 
moral courage, self-reliance and lojfe of truth. God 
loves the man that loves the truth ; God loves a 
bi$.ve man, and a man who is brave enough to 
come through ranks and throngs of bishops, em- 
perors, kings and parliaments, to inquire of Him 
for truth."— pp. 71, 72. 

Heroic Committee! We should, indeed, com-? 
miserate you, if the result should prove that you 
have been brave enough to go through "ranks and 
throngs of bishops, emperors, kings and parliar 
ments," leaving behind you the Church of Christ, 
now some eighteen centuries old, only to land in 
the quagmire of error or the domains of everlast- 
ing night. 

But are all believers in a Trinity and an atone- 
pient indeed such cowards, that through the ages 
they have not ventured to look face to face upon 
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the God of truth/ save with the sgitiction of the 
temporal authority? Were the noble army of 
martyrs, who went to the **sfeke * because, in the 
language of a heathen historian, ^Hhey sang hymns 
to Christ alB a God/' so deficient in tAe courage ? 
Was Galileo, (a believer in jthe Trinity,) when in 
the very face of his persecutor for a truth which 
he communlBated as 'by a revelation from h§aven, 
he reiterated his assertion, "Still it moves!" — was 
he without bravery? Was Athanasius, in the midst 
of a council that had almost imposed Arianism < 
upon the Churchy when he uttered his loffr)r battle- 
cry, "Atha!hasius against the world!" and con* 
quered? Was Lord Baeon a coward when, in t||e 
simple and sublime exordium to the Novum Oiv 
ganum, he declares calmly his conviction that the , 
philosophy of the world was all wrong, and that 
the book he then wrote and issued, would be the 
treasure-house of knowledge ibr the generatioiis 
to come? Was John Milton destitute of moral 
courage, when he learned that the English Jesuit^ 
in Kome, had formed- a plot ag^st him, and, 
nevertheless, returned to the Eternal City, ^ook 
no steps to conceal either his person or his charac-* 
ter : and, for the space of two months, again openly 
defended, as he had done before, the reformed 
religion in the very metropolis of popery?" Did 
Newton lack courage and the love of truth when, 
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with the vision of a seer, he (Med upon the stgxs 
in their orbits mid bad$ them j^^^i/^ j^u the 
unseen influences M gMded tjTem, whil«yet he 
confessed himself but ** a jclnld^plcldng^up pebbles 
upon the shore of the great ocean of ifokky^ 

God does indeed " love a Wrave «iajp/' but not 
the man who mgaajires his bravery by the great 
gulf that divides him from ^4 the creeds of men." 
If ttue courage is to be sounded by the lead and 
line of our abnegatipn of the holy impartingB of a 
mother's love and the fundamental verities of the 
Catholic feith, this respectable Committee do not 
go fer effough. 'The ground theyjiread upon has 
been long ago occupied, and deserted for still 
Higher attainments in heroism. With such a 
guage of courage, the Deist is altogether a braver 

man than any member of this honorable Commitr 
tee, and the Atheist is pre-eminently Vun chevalier 
^Qjjfis peur et sans r^rocke. 

"Come over to us," flky the believers in " Uni- 
Auian Views j" "we have cast away the sh|pkles 
01 our parentfii^itb; we a(e brave men; we love 
ihe tfuth, and Goi loves us. By uniting with us 
ye will overcome your cowardice, and break through 
ranks of kings and emperors, to look upon truth 
and become brave, which ye never were i)efore, and 
God will love you." i 

^ But we cknnot ^hearken to this invitation, for it 
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only repeats, in different language, the glozed 
untruth of th&fint tempter to.the first man, which, 
for six thousand y ears^ has sounded in the hearts 
of the self-deceived' and the boaster. Ye shall not 
surely die^ hut ye shall be as GodSy krmoing Good 
from Evih 
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